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In  the  running  fcliasy  from  p.  653  to  p,  691,  for  MICHAELMAS  TERM , 
12  VICT.,  read  MICHAELMAS  TERM,  13  VICT. 

The  cases  Regina  y.  Tyrwhitt  and  Regina  v.  ShofW  were  decided  in  Trinity 
Tenn,  1848. 

Page  32,  line  6  from  bottom  of  marginal  note,  for  Appellants  read  Re- 
spondents. 
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CouTt  of  iSueen'ss  ISencl)' 


TRINITY  VACATION,  1847, 


1847. 
The  QiT££N  V.  The  Justices  of  LEicE8TfiBSHiB£.  '^-^v — ' 

IJims  Sih, 
N  Trinity  Term,  MacauUy  had  obtained  a  rule  calling  An  order  for 

on  the  justices  of  Leicestershire  to  shew  cause  why  a  om^expenses 
mandamus  shoiild  not  issue,  commanding:  them  to  enter.  ^  naaintajnmg 

'  °  'a  pauper  lana- 

as  of  last  October  quarter  sessions,  an  appeal  of  the  ^c,  was  di- 
churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  parish  of  Market  treasurer  of  the 
Boeworth,  against  an  order  of  two  justices  of  the  said  ^unfon  ^ 
county,  upon  the  treasurer  of  the  imardians  of  the  of  Market  Bos- 

^  ^     ,  worth.  Against 

Market  Bosworth  Union,  for  payment  of  £1  to  the  trea-  this  order  the 
surer  of  the  guardians  of  the  Hinckley  Union,  for  the  and  oyerseers 
support  of  a  pauper  lunatic     Two  orders  had  been  Market  b!^^.  °' 
made,  the  first  adjudicating  the  lunatic's  place  of  set-  worthappealed, 

but  their  ap> 

tiement  to  be  in  the  parish  of  Market  Bosworth,  the  peal  was  en- 

,\        n      A%  A     x»  •  J  •  •        tered  at  the 

other  for  the  re-payment  of  expenses  incurred  in  main-  sessions  by  the 
tainimr  him.     The  latter  order  was  directed  to  tlie  ci«»''^ofthe 

^  peace  aa  an 

treasurer  of  the  guardians  of  the   Market  Bosworth  appeal  by  the 
Union,  and  was  served  upon  him.     Against  this  order  •Sfonl^d're- 
the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  parish  of  Mar-  ^f*!^  for^he* 
ket  Bosworth  appealed,  and  counsel  was  instructed,  at  fcUowing  ses. 

sions  was  given 
on  behalf  of  the 
«     *^^  churchwardens  and  overseers. 

When  tlie  appeal  was  called  on,  the  sessions  AfCMl  to  hear  the  churchwardens  and  over- 
seers, because  the  appeal  did  not  appear  in  the  minute-book  to  have  been  entered  on  their 
behalf,  and  a  mandamus  from  this  Court  to  compel  the  sessions  to  hear  was  refused. 
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1847.        ^^^  ^^^  October  Beflsions,  to  apply  to  the  oourt  to  bave 

Tbe  QuBiir    ^^^  appeal  entered  and  respited  to  the  following  January 

\      ,  aesfiions.  The  brief^  as  handed  in»  did  not  state  whether 

The  Justices  of  ,       ,  •  » 

Lbickstbr.  the  application  was  made  on  behalf  of  the  guardians  of 
the  union,  or  of  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of 
Market  Bosworih ;  but  the  derk  of  the  peace  entered 
it  as  on  behalf  of  the  guardians.  Notice  of  trial  for  the 
next  January  sessions  was  served  by  the  churchwardens 
and  overseers  of  the  parish ;  and  they  accordingly  ap- 
peared there  by  counsel;  but  the  respondents  objected 
to  their  being  heard,  because  the  appeal  was  entered  as 
the  appeal  of  the  guardians.  The  sessions  thought  the 
objection  valid,  and  refused  to  hear  the  appeaL  The 
counsel  for  the  appellants  then  required  to  be  heard  on 
behalf  of  the  guardians;  but  this  the  justices  refused  to 
allow,  and  confirmed  the  order. 

Watson  and  MeUor  now  shewed  cause. — There  was 
no  appeal  entered  on  behalf  of  the  parish  officers;  con- 
sequently they  could  not  claim  to  be  heard,  nor  could 
they  be  considered  at  the  sessions  as  acting  on  behalf 
of  the  guardians  of  Market  Bosworth  Union,  because 
the  notice  of  trial  did  not  purport  to  be  given  by  the 
guardians.  Moreover,  the  sessions  were  competent  to 
decide  between  the  parties ;  and,  having  done  so,  it  is 
not  for  this  Court  to  interfere.  \Wightmany  J. — ^No 
doubt  there  has  been  a  mistake  in  this  case.  The  only 
question  now  is,  whether  it  can  be  rectified,  and  how.] 
The  sessions  might  have  rectified  it  possibly  by  amend- 
ing the  entry;  or  the  churchwardens  and  overseers 
hod  it  in  their  power  to  enter  an  appeal  in  their  own 
names  at  the  January  sessions^ 

Macauleyy  contnl. — It  is  dear  that  there  was  a  mis- 
take made  by  the  clerk  of  the  peace.  [  Wigktmany  J. — The 
facts  are,  that  the  appellants  go  to  the  Michaelmas  ses- 
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nkfOB,  and  enter  an  appeal  by  mistake  in  the  name  of  in47. 
the  goardians  of  the  Market  Bosworth  Union;  that  is  j^  qvkbn 
recited  to  the  Jannary  sessions;  and  at  those  sessions  ^  ,  *-. 
ooonsel  i^pear  on  behalf  of  the  ohurchwardens  and  Lbicbbtbr. 
OTerseers ;  upon  that  the  derk  of  the  peace  reads  the 
entry  fin»n  his  book,  by  whioh  it  appears  that  the  ap- 
peal entered  and  respited  is  an  appeal  on  behalf  of  the 
guardians.  It  is  quite  plain  there  has  been  a  failure  of 
jnatioe ;  but  how  is  it  to  be  set  right?  You  ought  to 
haye  applied  to  the  sesnons  in  the  first  instanoe,  on  a 
statement  of  facts,  to  alter  the  entry.]  The  justices  at 
the  Jannaiy  sesnons  could  not  alter  the  entry  made  at 
the  October  sessions.  The  error  was  that  of  the  derk 
of  the  peace,  and  it  is  hard  that  the  appellants  should 
soffer  from  it.  In  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  Wiltshire  (a), 
this  Court  granted  a  mandamus  to  the  sescdons  to  enter 
continuances  and  hear  an  appeal  nunc  pro  tunc,  because 
one  of  the  parties  had  been  deceived  by  the  other,  and 
tliere  would  have  be^i  a  fiulure  of  justice,  if  the  Court 
had  not  interfered.  The  same  thing  was  done  in  a  later 
ease,  {Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  WiUshire  {b\  where  an  at- 
torney had  been  misled  firom  ignorance  of  a  new  rule  of 
the  sessions,  and  had  failed  in  serving  a  notice  in  proper 
tirne^  Those  cases  are  strongly  in  favour  of  the  present 
application. 

WiOHTMAN,  J. — I  always  regret  when,  by  reason  of 
some  objection  of  a  technical  nature,  I  cannot  decide  on 
the  merits  of  a  case.  I  should  be  willing  to  do  so  in 
this  case,  but  do  not  think  I  can.  The  fulure  is  not 
caused  by  the  neglect  of  tiie  clerk  of  the  peace,  but  by 
a  want  of  care  and  caution  on  the  part  of  the  appellants, 
in  not  framing  their  instructions  so  as  to  enable  him  to 
enter  the  case  properly.     In  the  case  cited  of  Rex  v. 

(a)  1  East)  688.  {h)  10  East,  404. 
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1847.         ^^  Juitices  of  Wiltshire  {a\  there  had  been  a  deoep- 

The  QuEBN     *^^°'  *°^  ^^  ^^  '^^^  ^^^  ^^^  respondents  there  to  raise 
V-  the  objection  which  prevailed.     In  the  other  case,  too5 

The  Jtutices  of  ^,      ^      .  /.  T.^r.»    »  .     ^.x      i  •         t    j 

LEicfcSTBR.  Rex  V.  7/i«  Justices  of  WiUshire{b)y  the  sessions  had  re- 
cently adopted  a  new  rule  of  practice ;  the  appellants' 
attorney,  however,  acted  on  the  old  rule,  and  may  have 
been  deceived,  and  ignorant  of  the  existence  of  the  new 
one.  In  those  cases,  there  was  no  want  of  caution,  as 
here ;  and  that  distinguishes  them  from  the  present  case. 
Here  the  appeal  by  the  parish  officers  is  entered  as  an 
appeal  by  the  guardians,  one  party  instead  of  the  other. 
It  cannot  be  disguised,  that,  in  whatever  form  it  was 
called  on,  it  was,  in  fact,  entered  as  an  appeal  by  the 
guardians.  The  appellants'  counsel  urged  that  it  may 
be  treated  as  an  appeal  of  the  parish  officers :  this  I  can- 
not accede  to.  It  becomes  a  question,  therefore,  whe- 
ther, under  these  circumstances,  this  Court  ought  to  in^- 
terfere.  I  think  it  ought  not ;  for  I  cannot  say  the 
sessions  were  so  cleio'ly  wrong  as  to  warrant  me  in 
directing  a  mandamus  to  issue;  and  I  do  not  know 
where  we  should  stop.  The  rule  must,  therefore,  be 
discharged,  but  without  costs. 

Kule  discharged,  without  costs. 
(a)  1  East,  683.  (5)  10  l^ast,  404. 
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The  QtJEEN  V.  The  Inhabitants  of  Marton-cum- 

Grafton.  ^^^  12«A. 

\jN  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  of  the  Theezamina- 
North  Riding  of  Yorkshire,  for  the  removal  of  John  r^  hther  of  a 
Coates  and  Elizabetli  his  wife,  and  their  two  children,  f^^Pf^\^}f^ 
from  the  township  of  Wath,  in  the  said  riding,  to  the  came  to  reside 
township  of  Marton-cum-Grraflon,  in  the  West  Riding  dent  township 
of  the  sidd  county,  the  sessions  confirmed  the  order,  ^te^'andfrom 
subject  to  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court.  tiiat  time  had 

,       ,  dwelt  there  un- 

The  examination  of  Joseph   Coates,  the  father  of  der  the  said 
the  pauper,  was  as  follows : — '^  I  procured  on  or  about  i^  1912  he*  was 
the  13th  of  October,  1812,  the  certificate  in  writing  now  1*8?!^^  """t? 

'  '  *=  to  his  wife,  M., 

produced,  bearing  date  the  13th  of  October,  1812,  di-  the  pauper's 
rected  to  the  churchwardens   and  overseers    of  the  that  the  pauper 
poor  of  the  township  or  parish  of  Wath,  in  the  North  dSdr^n^nT'^ 
Ridini;  of  the  county  of  York,  under  the  hands  and  •ftermarnage. 

•'  .  The  grounds 

seals   of  John  Dawson    and    John    Dervis,   church-  of  appeal  were, 
wardens,  and  John  Dervis  and  John  Dawson,  overseers  groands  of  le. 
of  the  poor  of  the  township  or  parish  of  Marton-cum-  Scu^JatvU* 
Grafton,  in  the  West  Biding  of  the  coimty  of  York,  dence  in  support 

.  •  of  the  same 

attested  by  W.  L.  and  J.  C,  two  credible  witnesses,  and  were  not  set 
allowed  and  subscribed  by  Sir  John  Ingilby,  Bart,  and  ^^^^  ^rtainty ; 
the  Rev.  John  Tripp,  two  justices  of  &c,  whereby  it  is  Jl?®*^*'**^?^^" 

tne  years  Xoi/f 

acknowledged  that  I  am  an  inhabitant  legally  settled  in  isiB,  I819,  the 
the  said  township  or  parish  of  Marton-cum-6rafton  quired  a  settle- 
aforesaid,  which  certificate  I  delivered  to  the  overseers  J^ndcnT 

township  b  J 
'*  settling  upon,  renting,  and  occupying  a  tenement  of  the  yearly  yalue  of  10/.,"  consisting 
of  a  dwelling-house  rented  by  him  of  J.  C,  sen.  On  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  the  sessions 
thought  that  the  fifteenth  ground  of  appeal  was  bad,  because  it  did  not  sufficiently  shew  a 
oomplianoe  with  the  9  &  10  Will.  3,  c.  11,  s.  l,or  a  residence  for  forty  days,  and  dismissed 
the  appeal,  without  hearing  the  appellants'  eridenoe,  subject  to  a  case,  which  directed  that 
the  case  should  be  sent  back  to  be  heard  on  the  merits,  if  this  Court  should  be  of  opinion 
that  the  fifteenth  ground  was  sufficient : — Held^  that  the  examinations  were  clearly  not 
bad  for  omitting  to  state  the  place  of  J.  C.'s  marriage.  2.  That  the  sessions  were  right 
in  holding  the  fifteenth  ground  insufficient  under  the  9  &  10  Will.  3,  c.  11,  s.  1,  and  that 
tbey  were  therefore  just&ed  in  refusing  to  hear  the  appellant's  evidence;  but  that  the  case 
was  improperly  stated,  and  that  this  Court  would  not  answer  questions  reserved  for  their 
decision,  where  such  decision  was  not  to  be-finaL 


6  NEW  SESSIONS  CASES. 

1847.  of  the  said  township  of  Wath,  in  the  year  1812,  when  I 
The  QuEBN  came  to  reside  in  that  township^  and  accordingly  from 
,  .  .  5'       ,  that  time  to  this  I  have  dwelt  in  the  said  township  of 

lahabitaDts  of  ^  ^ 

MARTON.cvii.  Wath^  under  the  said  certificate.  About  the  year  1812, 
RAFTON.  J  ^^  legally  married  to  my  wife  Margaret.  John 
Coates,  of  Wath  aforesaid^  the  pauper  aboye-named,  was 
one  of  our  children,  bom  after  our  marriage ;  he  is  now 
about  thirty  years  of  age ;  he  is  married,  and  has  a  wife 
and  two  children  living.*' 

The  material  grounds  of  appeal  were,  first,  that  the 
grounds  of  removal,  and  the  facts  and  evidence  in 
support  of  the  same,  as  set  forth  in  the  examination 
upon  which  the  order  was  made,  are  not  set  forth  with 
sufficient  certainty  and  precision,  nor  are  the  same  suffi- 
ciently particular,  distinct,  and  explicit,  to  inform  us 
exactly  upon  or  -as  to  all  or  any  of  the  circumstances 
requisite  to  justify  and  warrant  the  said  order ;  second, 
that  the  order  and  examinations  are,  and  each  of  them 
is,  upon  the  face  of  them  respectively  bad,  insufficient, 
informal,  and  illegal,  &c.     Fifteenth^  that,  in  the  years 
1817,  1818,  and  1819,  and  in  each  and  every  of  them, 
the  sud  Joseph  Coates,  in  the  certificate  mentioned*  ao 
quired  a  settiement  in  your  said  township  of  Wath,  by 
reason  of  his  settling  upon,  renting,  and  occupying  in  each 
and  every  of  those  years,  a  tenement  of  the  yearly  value 
of  1021,  which  said  tenement  consisted  of  a  certain  tene- 
ment situate  in  your  said  township  of  Wath,  being  a 
dwelling  house  and  building  rented  by  the  said  Joseph 
Coates  of  one  TVlUiam  Pearson,  and  of  a  certain  other 
building  situate  in  your  said  township,  being  a  shop  and 
building  rented  by  the  said  Joseph  Coates  of  his  father, 
Joseph  Coates,  sen.,  and  of  a  certain  other  tenement 
situate  in  your  said  township,  being  certain  cattle  gates, 
and  the  pasturage,  eating,  grass,  profits,  and  interests  in 
certain  land  of  the  Marquis  of  Ailesbury,  rented  by  the 
said  Joseph  Coates  first  above  mentioned  of  the  ssud 


Gravton. 
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Joeeph  Coatesy  sen.    Sixteenth,  that^  In  the  yeara  1820^         1847. 
1821,  1822,  1823,  and  1824,  and  in  each  and  every  of    i^Tq^^ 
than,  the  said  Joseph  Coates  first  above  mentioned    ,  ,    ^- 

•      J  1  •  . »  1  .        #.  -rty    1     1         Inbabitants  of 

gained  a  settlement  m  your  said  township  of  Wath,  by  Marton.cum. 
iea0on  of  his  settling  npon  and  renting  and  occupying,  in 
each  and  every  of  those  years»  of  the  several  persons  in 
tiiat  behalf  hereinafter  mentioned,  a  certain  tenement, 
dtoate  in  your  said  township  of  Wath,  consisting  of  a 
separate  and  distinct  dwelling-house  or  building  of  the 
said  Marquis  of  Ailesbury,  of  the  rent  of  5/.  a  year,  and 
of  certain  land  of  the  said  Joseph  Coates,  sen.,  of  the 
rent  of  6/L  lOs,  a  year,  and  of  another  separate  and  dis- 
tinct dwdling-house  or  building  of  the  s^d  William 
Pearson,  of  the  rent  of  2Z.  2s.  a  year,  which  said  last- 
mentioned  tenement,  so  consisting  of  the  premises  last 
aforesaid,  was  bonA  fide  rented  by  the  said  Joseph 
Coates  first  above  mentioned,  at  and  for  the  said  several 
sums  respectively  in  this  behalf  above  mentioned,  of  the 
said  several  persons  in  that  behalf  above  mentioned,  for 
the  term  of  one  whole  year,  in  each  and  every  of  the 
said  several  years,  and  held  and  actually  occupied  for 
the  term  of  the  whole  year,  under  each  and  every  of  the 
said  several  yearly  rentings  of  the  said  last-mentioned 
tenements,  and  of  the  said  several  premises  of  which 
the  same  consbted,  in  your  said  township  of  Wath,  to 
wit,  by  the  said  Joseph  Coates  first  above  mentioned, 
the  said  several  rents  of  the  same,  to  the  amount  of  10/. 
a  year,  for  the  term  of  one  whole  and  the  same  year, 
having  been  actually  paid  in  each  and  every  of  the  said 
years,  to  wit,  by  the  said  Joseph  Coates  first  above 
mentioned. 

At  the  trial,  the  appellants  took  an  objection  to  the 
examinations,  because  it  was  not  stated  therein  where 
Joseph  Coates  was  married,  from  whose  settlement  in 
the  appellant  township,  by  certificate,  the  settlement 
there  of  John  Coates,  the  pauper,  was  alleged  to  be  de- 
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1647.  rived  bj  parentage ;  no  further  information  being  dis- 
The  Queen  <^lo8^d  hj  the  said  examinations  as  to  the  said  marriage 
I  hab'tonts  of  ^^'"^  ^  ^®  words — "  About  the  year  1812  I  was  legally 
Marton.cum.  married  to  my  wife  Margaret."  In  answer  to  this  ob<- 
jection,  the  counsel  for  the  respondents  contended,  that 
the  appellants  having,  by  their  notice  and  grounds 
of  appeal,  spedfied  .and  traversed  several  of  the  facts 
stated  in  the  examinations,  and  thus  given  notice  of  what 
he  intended  to  dispute,  all  other  &cts  in  the  examinar 
tions  alleged,  and  not  disputedi  must  be  taken  to  be  ad- 
mitted, and  therefore  that  the  appellants  had  admitted 
that  Joseph  Coates  was  legally  married,  as  stated  in  his 
examination,  aiid  could  not,  under  their  general  head  of 
objections,  insist  that  the  place  where  he  was  married 
was  not  stated.  Afber  argument,  the  sessions,  without 
expressing  any  opinion  on  the  materiality  of  the  alleged 
onussion,  over-ruled  the  objection,  but  granted  a  case 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  upon  the 
question,  whether  the  grounds  of  appeal  were  sufficient 
to  enable  the  appellants  to  take  sueh  an  objection  to  the 
examinations. 

The  sessions  then  proceeded  to  try  the  appeal,  and 
the  said  Joseph  Coates  having  been  called  by  the  re- 
spondents and  proved  their  case,  as  stated  in  the  exa- 
minations, the  counsel  for  the  appellants  proceeded  to 
cross-e^camine  him^  in  order  to  establish  the  subse- 
qii^t  settlement  of  the  said  Joseph  Coates,  stated  in 
the  grounds  of  appeal,  when  the  counsel  for  the  re- 
spondents objected  to  the  appellants  being  permitted  to 
give  any  evidence  under  the  fifteenth  and  sixteenth 
grounds,  because  neither  of  them  contained  any  state- 
ment that  the  said  Joseph  Coates,  the  person  mentioned 
therein  as  renting  and  holding  the  tenement  in  the  re*, 
spondent  township,  had  resided  therein  forty  days,  and 
because  the  sixteenth  ground  did  not  contain  any 
statement  that  the  whole  of  the  year's  rent  for  any  one. 
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•f  the  jears  mentioned  therein,  had  been  paid  by  the         i847. 
said'  Joseph  Coates.      In  answer  to  this  objection,  the     xheQu«Bw 
counsel  for  the  appellants  contended,  that  such  a  state-  ^* 

'^^  .  Inhabitant!  of 

ment  of  residence  was  unnecessary  in  the  grounds  of  ap-  m  abton-cum 
peal,  because  it  was  contained  in  the  examinations,  ^^f^^' 
which  sufficiently  showed  and  supplied  it,  and  that 
tiiere  was  in  the  grounds  of  appeal  suffident  reference 
to  the  examinations  to  incorporate  them  for  this  pur- 
pose. After  argument  the  sessions  decided,  that  there 
was  not  in  the  grounds  of  appeal  sufficient  reference  to  . 
the  examinations  to  incorporate  the  statement  therein 
contained  of  the  residence  of  thQ  said  Joseph  Coates  in 
the  respondent  township.  The  sessions  were  also  of 
epinion»  that  the  fifteenth  and  sixteenth  gi^imds  of 
appeal  were  bad,  because  they  did  not  sufficiently  show 
that  the  stat.  9  &  10  WilL  3,  c.  11  (relating  to  the 
mode  by  which  a  settlement  Can  be  gained  by  cer- 
tificated persons)  had  been  complied  with,  but  granted 
a  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
upon  both  of  the  above  points  of  this  latter  question 
relating  to  the  grounds  of  appeal. 

The  sessions,  therefore,  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to 
the  opinion  of  this  Court,  namely^  if  this  Court  should 
be  of  opinion  that  the  statement  in  the  grounds  of  ap- 
peal was  sufficient  to  enable  the  appellants  to  take  the 
above-named  objection  to  the  examinations^  and  that 
die  omission  of  the  place  where  the  marriage  was 
solemnized  was  a  material  one,  then  the  sud  order  is  to 
be  quadlied ;  or  if  the  Court,  upon  this  point,  should 
be  of  a  contrary  opinion,  and  yet  of  opinion  that  the 
fifteenth  ground  of  appeal  contained  a  sufficient  refer- 
ence to  the  examinations,  so  as  to  allow  an  incorporation 
of  the  statement  therein  contained  of  residence  of  the 
said  Joseph  Coates  in  the  respondent  township,  and 
also  shewed  a  sufficient  compliance  with  stat.  9  &  10 
WilL  3,  c.  11,  then  the  appeal  is  to  be  sent  back  to 
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1847.  the  fleeaioiis  to  be  heard  on  the  merits,  aa  stated  in  the 
ThTQvBBir  fi^^^c^th  ground  of  appeal^  otherwise  the  order  to  be 
«  ^  ^T'       s   confirmed, 

iDhBbituiti  of 
Mabton-citm* 

GftArroir.  Huhley,  in  support  of  the  <»der  of  sessions. — The 
objecti(»if  that  the  place  where  Joseph  Coates  was  mar- 
ried ought  to  haye  been  statedin  the  examinations,  can- 
not betaken  under  the  general  ground  of  appeaL  Even 
if  it  could^  it  would  be  untenable.  In  such  cases  repu- 
.  tation  is  sufficient^  and  the  sesmons,  who  are  the  proper 
judges  of  such  a  question,  were  satisfied  with  the  parti- 
ouhuity  of  statement  in  the  examinations.  Secondly,  it 
will  be  said  that  the  grounds  of  appeal,  if  taken  together 
with  the  examinations,  show  a  residence  of  forty  days. 
These  grounds  of  appeal,  however,  do  not  so  refer  to  the 
examinations  as  to  incorporate  anything  in  tiiem.  In 
that  respect  tiie  case  is  like  Begma  v.  The  Recorder  of 
Leeds  (a).  Thirdly,  the  fifteenth  and  sixteenth  grounds 
of  appeal  are  bad  for  two  reasons:  first,  because  they  do 
not  contain  any  statement  of  a  residence  for  forty  days; 
next,  because  it  does  not  appear  by  them  that  Joseph 
Coates  '^took  a  lease  of  a  tenement  of  the  value  of 
lOL,^  so  as  to  bring  him  within  the  terms  of  the  9  &  10 
WilL  8,  c  11,  s.  1,  requiring  that  no  certificated  person 
shall  be  adjudged  to  have  procured  a  legal  settiement 
in  the  parish  where  he  shall  be  residing  ^^unless  he  or 
they  shall  really  and  bonft  fide  take  a  lease  of  atenement 
of  the  value  of  IW."  The  first  of  these  objections,  it 
is  submitted,  is  clearly  fatal;  the  second  may  admit  of 
argument;  but  this  Court  will  not  entertidn  them,  as,  by 
the  statement  of  the  case,  their  decision  upon  them  is 
not  to  be  conclusive,  for  the  appeal  in  one  event  is  to  be 
eent  back  to  be  reheard. 

BUes,  contra. — Regina  v.  Middleton  in  Teesdak  (b), 
(a)  2  Q.  B.  R.  547,  n.  (b)  10  A.  &  £.  GSB. 
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undBeffina  t.  Fl0ckt(m(a)y  show  that  the  objection  as  to        i847. 
the  want  of  statement  of  the  place  where  the  marriage    '[^Tqubbn 
occurred  may  be  taken  under  the  general  ground  of  ajh-  •• 

peal.  The  examination  of  Joseph  Coated  18  ineuffidenty  Ma&ton-cum- 
because  it  does  not  give  the  appellants  all  the  information  »a"on. 
necessary  to  enable  them  to  make  inquiry  as  to  the  facts 
mentioned.  In  setting  out  a  settlement  by  hiring  and 
service,  the  name  of  the  master,  and  place  where  he  re- 
«ded,  must  be  specified:  Regina  t.  The  Justices  of  Der^ 
lnfshxre(b)j  Beffina  v.  Bridgwater  (e).  So,  in  renting  a 
tenement,  the  landlord's  name  must  be  stated:  Beffina 
▼.  The  Becorder  of  Pontefraet(d). 

Secondly,  Coates'  residence  in  the  respondent  parish 
is  sufficiently  made  to  appear.  In  his  examination  he 
says,  he  '*  dwelt"  there  until  the  application  for  the  order 
of  remoyal,  whidi  must  mean  that  he  had  resided  and 
slept  there;  and  this  statement  may  be  called  in  aid  of 
the  grounds  of  appeal^  as  it  is  plain  that  the  latter  was 
fiamed  in  reference  to  the  former.  If  that  is  the  case» 
both  documents  may  be  taken  together:  Beffina  v. 
North  Bovey{e)y  Beffina  v.  Stowfard{f).  With  respect 
tosect  1  of  the  9  &  10  WilL  3,  a  ll^  that  is  satisfied  by 
a  parol  demise.  It  does  not  mention  a  lease  in  writing : 
Bex  y.  Croft  (ff).  Lastly,  although  it  would  have  been 
more  regular  if  the  case  had  treated  the  opinion  of  this 
Court  as  final  on  all  points^  still  this  Court  will  not  con<* 
firm  an  order  of  sessions  absolutely,  which  was  made 
only  conditionally,  and  without  hearing  both  sides  on  the 
merits. 

Lord  Denbian,  C.  J. — We  are  clearly  of  opinion 
against  the  objection,  taken  by  the  grounds  of  appeal, 

(a)  2  Q.  B.  B.  635.  (e)  2  Q.  B.  B.500. 

(b)  6  A.  &  £.  885.  (/)  Id.  526. 

(c)  10  A.  &  E.  693.  (^)  3B.  &A.  171- 

(d)  2  Q.  B.  R.  548. 
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1847.        to  the  sufficlencj  of  the  examination;  but  auppoee  there 
The  Queen     ^  ^  S^^  ground  of  appeal^  which  the  respondents  pre- 
Inhab'tant    f   ^^^^  ^^  appeUants  from  going  into,  by  taking  a  bad 
Ma&ton-cum.  objection,  those  who  take  such  objection  must  be  con- 
sidered as  admitting  the  whole  case  on  the  other  side. 

Cor.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denmak,  C.  J.5  now  deliyered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court.  On  looking  back  to  this  case,  which  was 
aigued  in  Easter  term,  we  cannot  refrain  from  expressing 
some  surprise  at  the  manner  in  which  it  was  reserved  for 
our  dedsion.  The  first  question  stated  by  the  court  of 
quarter  sessions  is,  whether  the  omission  in  the  examinar 
tions  of  the  pkce  of  the  marriage  of  the  pauper's  father; 
in  1812,  was  a  material  defect  in  the  proof  of  the  pauper's 
settlementi  This  doubt  has  not  a  show  of  reason  to 
support  it.  The  second  question  is,  whether  the  fif-* 
teenth  head  of  the  statement  of  grounds  of  appeal  con- 
tains a  sufficient  reference  to  the  examinations,  so  as  to 
allow  any  incorporation  of  the  statement  contained  of 
the  residence  of  Joseph  Coates  in  the  respondent  town- 
ship, and  also  shewed  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  9 
&  10  WiSL  3,  c.  1 1,  with  a  direction  firom  the  quarter 
sessions  to  this  Court  to  send  back  the  appeal  to  them 
to  be  heard  on  the  merits,  if  we  should  deem  the  refer- 
ence sufficient,  and  the  compliance  well  alleged.  We 
have  repeatedly  declared  that  we  shall  not  act  on  such 
direction,  but  that  the  court  below  ought  to  hear  and 
decide  the  appeal,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court 
on  the  point  reserved,  to  avoid  the  wasteful  expense  of 
parish  money  in  protracted  litigation,  and  the  very  pro- 
bable defeat  of  justice,  from  the  long  delay  which  una- 
voidably attends  it.  We  have  had  occasion  to  advert  to 
such  matter  before,  and  this  case  affords  a  fit  opportunity 
for  declaring  that  we  may  find  it  absolutely  necessary, 
for  the  discharge  of  our  other  duties,  to  decline  answer- 
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ing  cases  thua  improperly  stated^  or  in  which  the  poUits 
reserved  are  obviously  free  from  all  doubt  upon  the  law.     xhe  Quekn 
But  we  proceed  to  answer  the  second  question  proposed  5^- 

to  us,  on  the  statement  of  this  case,  because  we  think  Marton-cum- 
the  sessions  rightly  held  the  fifteenth  ground  of  appeal 
insufficient  under  the  9  &  10  Will.  3,  c  11,  and  that  they 
were,  therefore,  justified  in  refusing  to  hear  the  appel- 
lants' evidence. 

No  question  is  proposed  on  the  sufficiency  of  the 
flxteenth  ground  of  appeal. 

Order  of  sessions  confirmed* 


Tbe  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Mile  End  Old 

Town. 


June  2Gth. 


0 


'N  the  6th  January,  1843,  the  East  London  Water-  a  case,  itated 
Works  Company  were  rated  to  a  poor  rate  for  the  ham-  Jf^  Ac'^iSS^' 
let  of  Mile  End  Old  Town  on  the  net  estimated  rental  of  the  Court, 

found  tlie  fol- 

or  rateable  value  of  their  works  there,  namely,  1,47321  lowing  facto:— 
The  company  appealed  against  this  rate  to  a  special  ses-  po^^d^^ 

water-works 
extending  into  seyeral  parishes  having  separate  poor  rates.  In  the  case  the  works  were 
divided  into  two  classes:  firit,  those  indirectly  prodnctiTe  of  profit,  as  buildings,  reser- 
Toirs,  &c.,  which  bring  the  water  to  the  service  pipes;  second,  those  directly  productive  of 
profit,  as  the  mains  and  service  pipes,  which  deliver  the  water  to  the  consumer.  The  case 
found  tbat  the  quantity  of  the  mains  and  pipes  and  the  land  occupied  by  them,  and  also  the 
net  profito  in  the  different  parishes  were  in  tiie  direct  ratio  of  the  gross  receipto  in  each 
pariah:— 

Held,  that,  the  rateable  value  of  the  entire  works  having  been  correctly  ascertained  by 
finding  the  net  estimated  rental  at  which  thev  would  let  to  a  tenant  under  a  lease,  the  prin- 
dple  on  whieli  sudi  rateable  value  is  to  be  mvided  amongst  the  different  parishes  is  as  foU 
lows :  Tbe  fint  dass  is  to  be  rated  in  the  ordinary  way  by  valuing  the  land  with  the  bnOd- 
ings  and  fixtures  thereon,  and  distributing  the  amount  amongst  the  parishes  in  which  the 
parte  of  this  class  of  works  are  situate,  eccording  to  their  value  in  each  parish. 

This  amount  being  deducted  fit>m  the  rateaUe  value  of  the  entire  works,  the  residue  is 
the  rateable  value  of  the  second  class  ;  and  this  residue  is  to  be  apportioned  amongst  the 
parii^es  in  which  the  parte  of  this  dass  of  works  are  situate.  Such  apportionment  is  to 
oe  made  according  to  tbe  rent  which  might  be  expected,  if  the  parte  of  this  dass  of  works 
situate  in  eadi  pi^sh  were  let  separatdy.  The  net  profite  in  each  parish  would  furnish  the 
beH,  but  the  gross  receipto  furnish  the  moet  convenient  criterion  of  such  rent  where  the 
ratios  exist  which  are  found  in  the  present  esse,  and  where  tbe  total  expense  is  taken  to  be 
common  to  the  whole  apparatus. 

The  outlay  of  capital  in  tbe  different  parishes  can  furnish  no  true  criterion,  since  it  may 
bave  been  injndidously  expended  or  have  become  worthless. 


k 
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1S47.        BionSfgnd  the  zate  was  redooed  them  to  9007.   Thehamlct 
"     '     'jj    thereupOD  appealed  from  the  qiedal  to  the  quarter  «»• 
V.  aiou  for  the  count;  of  Middlesex,  trhen  the  de(nmon  of 

HiL*  End  the  spedal  seedons  waa  confirmed,  enbject  to  a  case  for 
Old  oww.  ^  (^)inion  of  this  Court,  as  to  the  amount  on  which  the 
OMnpany  should  be  rated.  This  ipecial  case  waa  ijrought 
up  bf  oertionui,  and  afterwardti,  by  a  rule  of  this  Court, 
it  was  referred  to  an  arbitntor,  to  dedde  the  amount  at 
which  the  aaid  company  should  be  rated,  the  arbitrator 
to  be  at  liberty  to  state  any  pcnnt  in  a  ease  for  the 
o[union  of  this  Court.  The  arUtrator  certified  that  the 
rate  (m  the  company  in  the  hamlet  ou^t  to  stand  at  the 
amount  at  which  they  were  rated  in  Jannaiy,  1843, 
viz.  1,473^,  and  proceeded  to  state  the  following  fiicts: 
The  C(mipany  is  incorporated  by  a  public  act  of  Farlia- 
raent  (to  which  the  Court  was  referred).  The  whole 
subscribed  capital  of  the  company,  viz.  443,300/.,  to- 
gether with  a  further  sum  saved  out  of  the  income,  in 
the  whole,  674,500JL,  has  been  iqTested  in  permanent 
works,  situate  in  twenly-one  parishea  or  parochial  dia- 
triots,  having  separate  poor  ntea.  Oat  of  this  sum 
19,0002.  have  been  invested  in  the  hamlet  of  Mile  End 
Old  Town. 

^0  revenue,  with  a  trifiing  exception,  arises 
from  water  rates,  and  the  gross  annual  re^ 
ceipts  of  them  amount  to  ...  £54,000 
The  annua]  disbursements,  including  all  the 
deductions  specified  in  the  act  6  &  7  Will. 
4,  c.  96,  (Parochial  Assessment  Act),  and 
also  including  remuneration  for  personal 
skiH,  labour,  and  management,  amount  to  .  18,000 
The  gross  receq>ts  for  water  rates  in  the  ham- 
let are       8,900 

The  disbursemaits  in  the  same  are         .  3,000 

Hence  the  total  net  receipts  of  the  oompony 

amount  to 36,000 
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Of  which  the  total  net  xeceipta  in  the  haialet  1847. 

«ro .     .  £6,900  .,^72;;;^^ 

The  company  also  have  andrequire  aaayerag^  .  ,    .*-  .    . 

0tock  of.  personal  property,  conoAtang  of  Milk  Emd 

ooals,  materials,  and  other  goods  on  their  ^   ^^^' 

premiee^  of  the  value  of  •  •  •  •  2,000 
In  aeyeral  of  the  pariahes  the  water  rates  are  very 
trifling,  bnt  the  company  pocness  therein  extenaive  per- 
manent works,  such  as  buildings,  reservoirs,  conduits, 
canals^  bridges,  and  mains,  yielding  to  the  company  no 
o&er  profit  than  as  being  condudve  to  the  earning  of 
water  rates,  receiyed  in  other  parishes.  The  annual 
value  of  these  may  be  assumed,  for  the  purpose  of  this 
case,  to  be  6,500iL,  as  mere  land  and  buildings^  mth 
thdr  fixtures  and  machinery  attached,  and  derivii^ 
some  additional^vahie  from  their  capacity  c£  being  qn 
plied  to  such  purposes  as  that  of  a  water  cmnpany. 

In  the  hamlet  of  Mile  End  Old  Town  there  are  no 
works,  except  mains  and  pipes  for  the  supply  of  the  in- 
habitants. The  quantity  of  mains  and  {Hpes^  and  of 
land  occupied  by  them  in  the  different  parishes  in  whidb 
water  rates  are  received,  (exdudingfifom  iheealculatioi& 
all  land,  reservoirs,  buildings,  and  the  other  permanent 
works  above  mentioned,  rateable  merely  aa  such^  with^ 
out  r^^aid  to  the  profit  derived  tnm  water  rates)  may 
be  taken  in  this  case  to  be  in  the  direct  ratio  of  the 
gross  receipts  in  each  parish. 

Any  one  who  should  become  a  lessee  for  a  term  of 
years,  under  the  company,  of  the  whole  water  works 
throughout  the  district,  with  the  intention  and  power  of 
supplying  it  with  water,  imder  the  powers  of  the  com^^ 
pany's  act  of  Parliament,  ought  to  have  at  his  command 
a  floating  capital  of  20,00021;  but  no  prudent  person 
would  take  a  mere  lease  from  year  to  year  of  such  a 
concern,  nor  would  he  take  a  lease  of  the  woiks  in  any 
single  parish  only.    The  rate  made  by  the  overseer  of, 
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1847.  the  liamlei  on  the  company  is  a  good  one^  and  ought  to 
The  QuEBN  standy  if  the  following  mode  of  calculating  the  rateable 
Inhabitants  of  ^^^^  ^^  *^®  maing,  pipes,  &c.,  be  tenaible  in  point  of 
Milk  End  law.  Ab  the  total  net  receipts,  yiz.,  36,0007.,  measure 
the  full  value  of  the  water  works  in  the  hands  of  a 
lessee,  who  must  retain  his  own  profit  out  of  them,  the 
companyought  not  tobe  assessed  upon  that  entireaftiount; 
for  a  tenant  under  them  would  be  entitled  to  expect  a 
large  return  of  profit  on  a  concern  requiring  ju<£cious 
management  and  the  emj^oyment  of  a  large  capital,  and 
invcdying  risk  and  responsibility.  He  might  have  to 
borrow  the  necessary  capital  iett  five  per  cent.,  and  would 
be  entitled  to  a  large  trade  profit  on  his  floating  capital, 
and  on  the  stock  of  personal  property  necessarily  kept 
in  hand  on  the  premises.  A  profit  of  twenty-five  per 
cent,  on  the  sum  of  20,000/.,  and  ten  per  cent,  on  the 
value  of  the  stock  on  hand,  may  be  assumed  as  not  an-^ 
reasonable  under  the  circumstances.  The  profits  of  the 
tenant  may  therefore  be  taken  at  5,200/.  per  annum. 
The  remuneration  for  personal  trouble  now  received  by 
the  board  of  management  would  be  received  by  the 
lessee  himsdf,  and  is  already  included  in  the  disburse- 
ments. The  difference,  namely  30,800/1  per  annum,  is 
.what  a  lessee  would  be  willing  to  pay  to  the  company 
under  his  lease,  and  is,  therefore,  the  net  estimated  rental 
or  annual  value  on  which  the  rate  shoidd  be  calculated, 
if  the  whole  works  were  in  one  parish.  But  the  works 
bdng  in  difierent  parishes,  in  some  of  wMch  (as  above 
stated)  no  profits  are  derived  from  water  rates,  the  basis 
of  valuation  will  not  be  uniform  throughout  all  of 
them.  The  parishes  in  which  a  large  profit  is  made 
by  water  rates  will  take  those  profits  into  their  estimate, 
because  the  mere  land  occupied  by  the  mains  and  pipes 
IS  of  trifling  value.  On  the  other  hand,  the  parishes  in 
which  the  water  rates  are  smaU,  or  none,  and  the  land, 
buildings,  and  machinery  of  the  company  extensive,  will 
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base  their  estimates  on  the  probable  rent  of  the  land  and 
buildings  as  such.  Hence,  before  the  net  rental  of 
30,80011  is  apportioned  among  the  parishes  in  which  the 
water  is  delivered,  and  the  water-rates  actnallj  received, 
the  annual  value  of  works  l^ally  rated  on  a  different 
principle  or  basis  must  be  deducted.  This  last-men- 
tioned value  is  (as  above  stated)  6,50M.,  and,  therefore, 
the  net  annual  value  to  be  apportioned  among  the  pa- 
rishes in  the  ratio  of  the  receipts  for  water-rates  in  each 
is  24,300il  The  result  gives  an  annual  value  in  Mile 
End  Old  Town  which  will  support  the  rate.  So,  if  this 
net  value  be  apportioned  among  the  parishes  in  which 
ihe  water  rates  are  received,  in  the  ratio  of  the  quantity 
of  mains,  pipes,  and  land  occupied  by  them  in  each,  the 
result  will  be  nearly  the  same,  and  will  support  the  rate, 
inasmuch  as  those  quantities  are  (as  above  stated)  to  be 
taken  in  the  present  case  to  be  in  the  ratio  of  the  gross 
receipts. 

On  the  part  of  the  company,  it  is  contended,  first, 
that  the  net  receipts  do  not  represent  the  earnings  in 
each  parish,  the  water-rates  being  in  fiict  earned,  not  by 
the  pipes  in  the  particular  parish,  but  by  all  the  works 
of  the  company  employed  to  collect  and  to  distribute 
the  water  from  its  sources.  Secondly,  that  the  deduc- 
tion in  respect  of  tenants'  profits  should  be  ascertained 
by  a  per-centage  on  the  gross  receipts  of  the  company, 
and  they  claim  a  deduction  of  ten  per  cent,  for  such 
profits.  As  to  this  point,  I  find,  as  a  fact,  that  the  te- 
nants* profits  bear  no  definite  proportion  to  the  gross  re- 
ceipts, and  cannot  be  ascertained  solely  by  reference  to 
such  receipts,  but  are  governed  by  other  extrinsic  con- 
riderations.  Thirdly,  that  some  allowance  should.be 
made  for  goodwill,  such  goodwill  being  the  pecuniary 
value  of  the  advantage  which  a  lessee  or  assignee  of  the 
company  derives  from  his  enjoyment  of  an  established 
business  and  customers  already  secured.  Fourtiily,  that. 


1847. 

The  Queen 

Inhabitants  of 
MiLB  End 
Old  Town. 


VOL.  IIL 


N.  S.  C. 


Old  Town. 
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1847.        assuming  36,000/.  to  be  the  net  value  of  the  whole 
The  Qdbbm     ^^^^  o^  ^^  companj,  and  the  basis  of  the  entire  rate 
?•  on  them,  the  amount  ought  to  be  distributed  among  the 

Milb^Eno  parishes  in  proportion  to  the  quantity  of  fixed  capital 
or  property  of  the  company  in  each ;  that  the  propor- 
tion of  such  fixed  capital  or  property  being  fairly  repre- 
sented by  the  sums  invested  in  works  in  each  parish, 
the  rateable  value  in  the  hamlet  may  be  ascertained  by 
the  following  proportion :  that  is  to  say,  as  is  the  whole 
fixed  capital  (674,500i^)  to  the  whole  -net  receipts 
(36,0001),  so  is  the  fi:¥ed  capital  in  the  hamlet  (19,0001) 
to  the  portion  of  net  -receipts  rateable  in  the  hamlet 
(1014/.> 

As  to  this  last  point  made  by  the  company,  I  find,  in 
the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary,  that  the  relative 
quantity  of  fixed  capital  or  property  of  the  company 
in  each  parish  (including  not  only  mains  and  pipes,  but 
also  their  extensive  permanent  works  of  every  descrip- 
tion throughout  the  district)  is  fairly  represented  by  the 
sum  that  has  been  invested  in  works  in  each  parish; 
and  that,  if  the  prindple  propounded  by  the  company 
be  correct,  then  the  rate  should  be  on  the  last-men- 
tioned sum  of  10142. 

M,  D,  HiU  and  Clarkson,  in  support  of  the  order  of 
sessions  (a).— The  arbitrator  has  found,  by  his  award, 
that  30,800/.  is  the  net  annual  rental  which  a  tenant 
would  be  willing  to  pay  to  the  company  under  a  lease, 
and  is  therefore  the  sum  upon  which  the  company  ought 
to  be  rated  if  all  the  works  were  in  the  same  parish; 
and  the  question  is,  how^this  rateable  value  is  to  be  dis- 
tributed amongst  the  twenty-one  parishes  into  which 
the  works  extend.  It^  submitted,  that  it  ought  to  be 
divided  in  proportion  to  the  outlay  of  capital  in  each 

(a)  April  21,  before  Lord  Denman,  G.  J.,  Pattesotiy  Wigh^ 
flRCMiy  and  ErUy  Js. 
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parish ;  that  would  easSlj  be  found  by  the  following  pro-        i847. 
portion : — as  the  total  fixed  capital  (6^4,500/.)  is  to  the     t^Tqumk 


fixed  capital  in  the  hamlet,  (1 9,000/.  )>  so  are  the  whole  ■        ^• 

f  J  \      J  /7  ^  InhabiUnts  of 

net  receipts  (36^00021)  to  the  portion  of  the  net  receipts     Miuk  End 
rateable  in  the  hamlet:  this  would  give,  after  the  usual       ^^   ^^^' 
deductions,  840f.  as  the  rateable  value  in  the  hamlet. 

The  arbitrator  has  divided  the  works  into  two  classes : 
first  class,  the  bufldings,  reservoirs,  &c.  which  aid  in  the 
general  distribution  of  the  water ;  the  second  class,  the 
nuuns  and  pipes  which  convey  the  water  ta  the  cus- 
tomer. But  this  mode  of  division  is  not  based  upon 
sound  principles,  for  it  assumes  that  profits  are  earned 
in  a  parish  because  they  are  received  there ;  but  profits 
are  now  rateable  where  earned,  not  as  formerly  where 
received.  There  are  no  permanent  works  in  this  parish, 
but  the  water  comes  into  the  pipes  by  means  of  pipes 
in  other  paiidies ;  the  latter,  therefore,  aid  in  earning  the 
profits.  [Erhf  J. — ^In  rating  a  railway,  you  first  de- 
duct the  rateable  value  of  the  station-houses  out  of  the 
parish.  That  is  what  the  arbitrator  has  done.]  That 
is  proper  in  rating  railways  and  canals,  because  they 
earn  a  mileage  profit;  but  the  water  supplied  by  the 
company  is  not  charged  according  to  the  length  of  the 
pipe  through  which  it  has  passed,  and  the  profits  re- 
ceived in  a  parish  do  not  represent  the  profits  earned 
there.  In  Rex  v.  New  River  Company  (a),  the  Court 
decided  that  the  profits  which  were  earned  several  miles 
from  the  spring,  as  they  tended  to  enhance  its  value, 
must  be  included  in  a  rate  upon  it.  [Wiffhtmariy  J. — 
The  buildings  and  bridges  in  parish  A.,  you  contend, 
contribute  to  the  earnings  in  parish  B.]  Yes.  Sup-  % 
pose  all  tiie  buildings,  &c.,  in  one  parish  and  a  few  pipes 
in  another,  where  all  the  water  is  sold,  the  latter  parish 
clearly  would  not  be  entitled  to  a  rate  upon  all  tiie 

(a)  1  M.  &  S.  503. 
c2 
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1847.        profits,  bnt  only  in  proportion  to  the  capital  invested  in 
_^  ^  each  Daiish* 

The  QuBBV      «»***  *™^ 

9. 

Inhabitanti  of  *  .     . 

MiLB  End         Sir  F.  Kelfy,  Bodkin,  and  H6dffe$,   contr&. — It  if 
Old  Town,    f^^j^ ^  j^^  ^  ^^^^^  ^^  ^l^^  quantity  of  mains  and  pipes 

and  the  land  occapied  by  them,  and  also  the  net  profits 
in  the  different  parishes,  were  in  the  direct  ratio  of  the 
gross  receipts  in  each  parish ;  and  that,  if  the  rate  is 
made  on  the  basis  of  the  net  profits,  or  of  the  quantity 
of  miuns,  pipes,  and  land  occnpied  by  them,  it  can  be 
supported.  Now,  the  case  of  Regiw  v.  The  Cambridge 
Gae-'Light  Cempany  (a)  shews^  that  the  apportionment 
should  be  made  according  to  the  amount  of  land  occu- 
pied in  each  parish ;  and  that  doctrine,  if  applied  to 
this  case,  would  support  a  rate  made  on  the  basis, 
either  of  the  gross  receipts  or  net  profits.  The  arbi- 
trator has  done  rightiy  in  deducting  the  rateable  value 
of  the  buildings,  reservoirs,  &a ;  that  rule  is  followed  in 
rating  railways,  and  the  warehouses  and  stations  are 
just  as  essential  to  a  railway  as  these  buUdings,  &c.,  are 
to  the  earning  of  the  profits  here.  The  principle  con- 
tended for  by  the  company,  that  the  rate  in  each  parish 
IS  to  be  in  proportion  to  the  outiay  of  capital  there,  is 
entirely  unfounded;  for  the  capital  may  have  been  in- 
judiciously expended.  The  true  basis  of  the  rate  is 
the  sum  which  the  parts  of  the  works  in  each  parish 
would  let  for  to  a  tenant  under  a  lease;  and  tiiat  sum 
may  be  arrived  at,  by  taking  either  the  gross  receipts 
or  tiie  net  profits  in  each  parish  as  a  basis :  Bex  v. 
Lower  Mittm(b\  Rex  v.  MilUm{e),  Bex  v.  The  Cor- 
poration ofBath{d)y  Begina  v.  London  and  South  fFest" 

em  Baibocof  Company  (e). 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

(a)  8. A.  &  £.  73.  (d)  14  East,  609. 

(b)  9B.  &  C.  810.  («)  1  Q.  B.  R.  658. 

(c)  3  B.  &  A.  112. 
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Lord  Denbian^  C.  J. — In  this  case  the  rateable  1847. 
subject  being  the  apparatus  for  the  supply  of  water,  i^i^  quibn 
ntuate  in  twenty-one  parochial  districts,  and  the  rate-  i^^i^^j,  ^f 
able  value  (that  is,  30,80(ML),  being  the  residue  of  the  Hilb  End 
gross  receipts  after  making  all  the  deductions  to  which 
ihe  company  are  entitled,  have  been  correctly  ascer- 
tained by  the  award.  The  prindple  for  dividing  that 
sum  among  those  districts  is  the  matter  to  be  decided. 
The  company  contend,  that  the  division  should  be 
according  to  the  amount  of  fixed  capital  in  each  dis- 
trict ;  but  the  rule  of  law  laid  down  by  act  of  Parlia- 
ment, for  ascertaining  the  rateable  value  of  any  subject, 
refers  to  anjestimate  of  the  rent  it  should  yield.  The 
outlay  of  capital  might  iumish  no  such  criterion,  since 
it  may  have  been  injndidously  expended;  and  what 
was  costly  may  have  become  worthless,  by  subsequent 
dianges.  As  our  opinion  is  against  the  company,  upon 
the  objection  relied  on  in  argument  on  their  behalf,  it 
follows  that  the  rate  must  be  affirmed.  But  as  the 
award  suggests  different  methods  of  apportioning  the 
rateable  value,  and  so  arriving  at  the  same  rate,  it 
would  be  convenient  if  we  also  stated  our  view  of  those 
methods,  for  applying  the  above  rule  of  law  to  such 
rateable  subjects  as  the  present.  The  first  step  in 
apportioning  has  been  in  effect  to  divide  the  whole 
apparatus  constituting  the  rateable  subject  into  two 
portions,  of  which  one  is  directiy  productive  of  rateable 
value,  being  the  service-pipes  which  deliver  the  water 
to  the  consumer;  tiie  other  indirectly  conducing  to 
such  production,  being  tiie  rest  of  the  works  bringing 
the  water  to  the  service-pipes.  The  second  portion  has 
been  first  rated  in  the  ordinary  way,  by  valuing  the 
land  with  the  buildings  and  fixtures  upon  it,  and  the 
amount  of  rate  so  ascertained  has  been  deducted  from 
the  sum  of  the  rateable  value,  and  distributed  to  the 

* 

districts  in  which  the  parts  of  this  portion  are  situate. 
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1847.  An  analogous  course  appears  to  haye  been  adopted  for 

The  QoBBK  '^^'^^ys  M*  Begina  v.  The  London  and  Sauth^fFettem 

y-  Railway  Company  (a)»  and  Begina  v.  The  OrandJundUm 

Milk  End  Railway  Company  (b) ;  and  for  gas  companies  in  Regina 

Old  TowH.  ^   j^  Cambridge  Gas  Light  Company  (c).      Also  the 

springy  .which  indirectly  conduced  to  the  ultimate  profit 
by  water-rate,  was  held  rateable  in  the  parish  where  it 
was  situate,  in  Rex  y.  The  New  River  Company{d)y  the 
quantum  of  such  rate  being  left  for  the  sessions.  As 
this  course  was  acquiesced  in  by  both  parties  in  the 
latest  three  cases,  we  may  presume  that  it  can  be 
applied  without  practical  difficulty,  and  we  see  no 
objection  to  it. 

The  remiuning  step  has  been  to  apportion  tberendue 
of  the  rateable  value  among  the  districts  in  which  the 
directly  productive  portion  of  the  works  is  edtuate,  in 
the  ratio  either  of  the  net  profits  or  of  the  gross  re- 
ceipts, or  of  the  quantity  of  mains  and  pipes,  and  of  the 
land  occupied  by  them  in  each  district.  Each  ratio  in 
the  present  case  .gives  the  same  result.  If  they  differed, 
it  would  be  necessary  to  select  between  them,  and  that 
ratio  should  be  preferred  which  would  best  shew  the 
rent  to  be  expected  if  the  part  of  the  works  situate  in 
tiie  district  were  let  separately.  It  is  clear  that  tiie 
net  profits  ia  each  parish  would  be  the  best  criterion  of 
such  rent,  and  they  would  therefore  give  the  proper 
ratio.  It  is  also  clear  that  the  ratio  of  the  gross  re- 
ceipts or  earnings  in  the  several  districts  to  each  other 
will  be  the  same  as  tiie  ratio  of  the  net  profits  in  those 
districts  to  each  other,  in  all  cases  where  the  total  of 
expense  is  taken  to  be  common  to  the  whole  apparatus, 
and  is  deducted  from  the  total  of  receipts  in  the  pro- 
gress of  ascertaining  a  rateable  value.     For  in  such 

(a)  1  Q.  B.  R.  558.  (c)  8  A.  &  E.  73. 

{b)  4  Q.  B.  R.  18.  (d)  1  M.  &  S.  503. 
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ease  the  net  profits  in  each  district  would  be  ascertained        1847. 
by  distributing  the  expense  among  the  several  districts,     J.^  "     * 
and  it  would  be  distributed  in  the  ratio  of  the  gross  « • 

recite  in  each ;  and  if  a  proportional  dedaction  should  Milk  End 
be  made  from  the  gross  receipts  in  each,  the  ratios  of  "-^Towk. 
the  remainders  to  each  would  be  the  same  as  the  ratio  of 
the  gross  receipts.  As  any  attempt  to  ascertain  the  net 
profits  in  each  district  in  any  other  way  would  lead  to 
minate  and  inconvenient  inquiries  in  practice,  the  ratio 
of  the  gross  receipts  should  be  adopted  as  being  an 
index  of  the  net  profits,  when  the  rateable  value  is 
ascertained  in  the  way  stated  in  the  case.  We  think 
that  an  apportionment  in  this  sense^  according  to  the 
gross  receipts,  is  in  accordance  with  the  decisions 
which  have  apportioned  the  sum  of  rateable  value  from 
a  railway  or  canal,  according  to  the  length  of  line  in 
each  parish :  Bex  v.  Kinffswinford  (a),  Rex  v.  fVan 
imff{by,  When  the  profit  arises  from  transit,  the  line  of 
the  canal  or  railway  is  directiy  productive  of  profit,  and 
the  reservoirs,  warehouses,  stations,  &c.,  indirectiy  con- 
duce to  such  production*  Each  portion  of  the  line  earns 
an  aliquot  portion  of  the  profit,  and  if  equal  portions  of 
one  line  carrying  at  one  rate  could  be  conceived  to  be 
let  separately,  no  one  portion  would  be  let  at  a  higher 
rate  than  another,  and  an  apportionment  of  a  sum  of 
rateable  value  according  to  the  length  of  line  in  each 
parish  is  according  to  the  rent  to  be  expected  for  that 
part  of  the  line.  In  the  case  of  water  companies,  when 
the  profit  arises  from  the  delivery  of  the  water  at  a 
given  place,  the  previous  transit  being  immaterial  to 
the  consumer,  the  service-pipes  immediately  prodace 
the  profit,  and  the  agency  by  which  the  water  reaches 
those  pipes  indirectly  conduces  to  such  production.  If 
the  service-pipes  in  each  parish  could  be  let  separately, 

(a)  7  6.  &  C.  299.  |  (6)  4  A.  &  E.  40. 
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1847.        t^e  water  being  assumed  to  be  sold  at  the  same  price 
The  QuBiK    throughout)  the  criterion  of  the  rent  would  be  found  in 

MiLB  Eni»  and  diameter  and  level  of  the  servioe^pipes  in  each 
<^''''  '^''^'  pariah,  and  aa  apportionment  aocoi^ng  to  the  grow 
receipts  in  each  district  would  be  according  to  the  rent 
to  be  expected  from  the  part  of  the  rateable  subject 
situate  in  such  district  This  apportionment  is  not  at 
variance  with  the  grounds  of  the  judgment  in  Begma 
V.  The  Cambridge  Gets  lAgkt  Company  {a).  There  the 
Court  decidedythat  the  parishes  in  which  the  profits  are 
I  received  are  not  entitled  to  all  the  amount  produced  by 
the  rate,  but  that  the  parishes  in  which  parts  of  the 
apparatus  indirectly  conducing  to  produce  profit  are 

• 

situate  are  entitled  to  a  proportion.  The  Court  also 
declared^  that  the  jninciple  upon  which  the  sum  of 
rateable  value  from  the  rates  of  all  the  parishes  should 
be  apportioned  is  the  same  as  that  which  has  been 
applied  to  canals.  By  the  method  adopted  in  this  case, 
the  rateability  of  the  portion  of  the  apparatus  ixtdirectly 
conducing  to  produce  profit  is  provided  for»  and  the 
residue  of  the  sum  of  rateable  value  is  apportioned  to 
those  parts  of  the  apparatus  directly  producing  profit,  in 
analogy  to  the  mileage  proportion  for  canak  and  rail- 
ways. We  have  thus  endeavoured  to  shew,  that  the 
rule  for  ascertaining  the  value  for  separate  rating  ought 
to  be  applied,  as  far  as  practicable,  to  apportioning 
among  separate  districts  a  sum  of  rateable  value  arising 
partly  in  each. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed,  and  original  rate 
confirmed 

(a)  8  A.  &  E.  73. 
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1847. 

Keen  v.  The  Quren,  j^  3^, 

JJiSBOB  firom  the  quarter  eessioiiB  for  the  county  of  Indietment  for 

_.     .  misdemeaoor  ftt 

Essex.    Be  it  remembered,  that,  at  the  general  quarter  the  quarter 
soBaons,  &c.,  held  at  &c.,  on  Tuesday  the  6th  January,  f^ant  pleaded 
1846,  before  &c. ;  and  firom  thence  continued  by  several  gaiity---attd  wa« 

«  .      bound  by  re- 

adjouraments  &c,  on  Tuesday  the  17th  February,  m  cognizanoes  to 
the  year  aforesaid,  by  the  oath  &c,  it  is  presented  in  [a^^entTatthe 
manner  and  form,  firstly,  secondly,  and  thirdly  herein-  **"*  quarter 

'  •''  •''  ^  sessions;  and 

after  mentioned  (that  is  to  say) :  And,  firstly,  it  is  pre-  judgment  was 
aented  in  manner  and  form  following  (that  is  to  say),  the  next  April 
"Essex  (to  wit),  the  jurors  for  our  kdy  the  Queen  ^t  wm  far". 
upon  their  oath  present,  that  John  Keen,  late  of  &c*,  ^^er  respited  tm 

'^  ^  ^  the  June  ses- 

on  &Q.,  with  force  and  arms,  at  &&,  in  &c.,  in  and  upon  dons,  when 

one  Sophia  Keen  the  wife  of  the  said  John  Keen,  did  ^ySi^^d^de. 

unlawfiilly  and  violently  make  an  assault;  and  her  the  [|^^\^ 

said  Sqphia  Keen,  did  then  and  there  imlawfully  &c.,  fined  and  im. 

beat  and  ill-treat  &c.  (oiher  counts  in  the  same  indict-  error  brought: 

ment  were  then  set  out»  as  well  as  two  other  indict-  ^^of  quar.^ 

ments  preferred  at  the  same  time  for  similar  ofiences).  ^^  sessions  has 

,  ,  power  to  respite 

Wherefi)re  the  sheriff  &c.,  is  commanded  &c.,  that  he  eaaes  from  one 
cause  the  said  John  Keen  to  come  before  the  justices  of  other. 
&C.,  to  answer  &a,  concerning  the  premises  in  the  said  g^a^^^^t 
several  indictments,  &&    And  the  said  indictments  the  the  first  session 

,  ,      **  it  was  con- 

justices  last  above  named  afterwards  (to  wit)  at  the  said  sidered  and  ad- 
general  quarter  sessions  &c.  (on  the  17th  February,  a^^nawTdo  ^ 
1846),  by  their  proper  hands,  do  deliver  here  in  Court  «nter  into  re- 

'      •^  *^     *^  /  cognizances  to 

in  form  of  law  to  be  determined.    And,  thereupon,  at  api>ear/'  &c. : 
&C.,  comes  the  said  John  Keen  in  his  own  proper  per-  these  words  did 
son,  and  forthwith  concerning  the  premises  in  the  said  oJSct thicffect 
three  several  indictments  above  specified  and  charged  on  ^^  ^  jndgment, 

Boasto  oust 

him,  being  asked  in  what  manner  he  will  be  acquitted  the  sessions  of 
thereof,  the  said  John  Keen  says,  that  he  is  guilty  tion^togive^' 
thereof.     Whereupon  all  and   singular  the  premises  J^^^mcnt  at  the 

*  or  subsequent 

being  seen  and  fully  understood  by  the  Court  here,,  ii  is  sMsions. 
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1847.  considered  and  adjudged^  by  the  Oourt,  here  tha|  the  said 
John  Keen  do  enter  into  recognizances  to  our  kdy  the 
Queen  in  the  sum  of  £200,  and  two  sureties  in  the  sum 
of  £100  each,  to  appear  and  receive  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  at  the  next  general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace 
to  be  holden  in  and  for  the  said  county,  if  called  upon ; 
and  to  keep  the  peace  towards  the  Queen  and  all  her 
liege  subjects,  and  especially  towards  Sophia  Keen,  his 
wife,  for  the  space  of  twelye  calendar  months.  And 
thereupon  the  said  John  Keen,  together  with  W*  A«  of 
&c.,  and  T.  W.  of  &c.,  sureties  &&,  severally  acknow- 
ledge themselves  to  be  indebted  to  our  sovereign  lady 
the  Queen.  And  because  the  Court  here  is  not  advised 
what  judgment  to  give  of  and  upon  the  said  several 
prenuses  in  the  said  indictments  respectively  mentioned, 
judgment  is  respited  thereon  until  the  next  general 
quarter  sessions  of  the  peace,  &c.  And  a  day  is  ^ven  for 
the  said  John  Keen  to  appear  then  and  there  in  his  own 
proper  person,  to  hear  and  receive  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  and  concerning  the  several  premises  aforesaid, 
and  the  said  John  Keen  is  allowed  forthwith  to  depart 
the  Court  free.  At  which  said  next  general  quarter 
sessions  holden  at  &c.,  on  &c.,  before  &c,  because  the 
said  lastrmentioned  justices  are  not  yet  advised  what 
judgment  to  give  of  and  upon  the  said  several  premises 
in  the  said  indictments  respectively  mentioned,  judg- 
ment is  further  respited  thereon  until  the  next  genera^ 
quarter  sessions;  at  which  said  next  general  quarter 
sessions,  holden  at  &c.,  on  Tuesday  the  30th  of  June, 
before  &C5  cometh  the  said  John  Keen  in  his  own 
proper  person,  and  the  Court  here  being  now  advised, 
and  all  and  singular  the  premises  in  the  sfud  indictments 
respectively  mentioned  being  seen,  and  by  the  Court 
here  fully  understood,  it  is  considered  and  adjudged  by 
the  Court  here»  that  the  said  John  Keen,  for  each  and 
every  of  the  offences  in  the  said  indictments,  and  in 
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each  count  thereof  respectiTely  mentioned,  be  impri*  1347, 
Boned  in  the  gaol  of  Springfield,  in  &&,  six  calendar 
montha ;  each  and  all  of  snch  several  terms,  of  imprison- 
ment to  commence  on  the  same  day  and  end  on  the 
same  day;  and  that,  for  the  said  offence  in  the  first 
count  of  the  first  of  the  said  indictments  mentioned,  the 
said  John  Keen  do  also  pay  a  fine  to  our  sovereign  lady 
the  Queen  of  £50,  of  &c.,  and  do  also  enter  into  his 
own  recc^nizance  in  the  sum  of  £100,  and  find  two 
sureties  in  the  sum  of  £50  each,  for  his  good  behaviour 
towards  our  lady  the  Queen  and  all  her  liege  subjects, 
and  especially  towards  Sophia  Keen,  his  wife,  for  the 
further  term  of  twelve  calendar  months  from  the  expi- 
ration of  this  sentence ;  and  be  further  imprisoned  in 
such  gaol  until  he  pay  such  fine,  and  until  such  recog- 
nizances shall  be  entered  into ;  and  the  sidd  John  Keen 
IS  forthwith  committed  &c." 

The  grounds  of  error  assigned  were,  first,  that  a 
court  of  quarter  sessions  has  no  authority  to  respite  a 
judgment  from  one  sessions  to  another;  and  that  the 
judgment  at  the  Midsummer  sessions  was,  therefore, 
without  jurisdiction.  Secondly,  that  it  appeared  on  the 
record  that  the  sessions  had  pronounced  two  distinct 
judgments,  and  that  the  latter,  therefore,  was  without 
jurisdiction. 

Peacock,  for  tiie  pUdntiff  in  error.— ^  First,  as  to  the 
second  point.  The  case  of  Begina  v.  Dunn  (a)  shows, 
that  where  justices  sentence  a  defendant  to  be  committed 
to  prison  in  default  of  his  entering  into  recc^izances 
to  keep  the  peace^  that  is  a  part  of  their  judgment,  and 
may  be  reviewed  by  this  Court ;  and  in  Rex  v.  Bourne  {b\ 
it  was  held,  that  a  judgment  of  an  inferior  court,  though 
clearly  erroneous,  was  so  far  final  that  it  could  not  be 

(a)  12  A.  &  £.  699.  {h)  7  A.  &  £.  58. 
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1847.  sent  back  to  them  to  be  teconsidered,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant must  be  discharged.  If,  then,  those  cases  are 
to  be  considered  as  authorities,  and  the  court  of  quarter 
sessions  had  already  pronounced  a  judgment  in  this  case 
when  the  defendant  below  (plaintiff  in  error)  had 
pleaded  guilty,  and  had  entered  into  recognizances,  this 
Court  will  order  him  to  be  discharged.  [Patteioriy  J.— 
It  was  on  the  defendant's  (plaintiff  in  error)  entering 
into  recognizances  that  the  sessions  respited  their  judg^ 
ment;  judgment  would  have  been  given  at  the  time,  if 
he  had  not  entered  into  them.]  The  words  on  the 
record,  ^'it  is  considered  and  adjudged,"  would  shew 
that  a  judgment  was  given.  In  Bex  v.  KenwarAy  (a), 
it  was  held,  that  the  words  '4t  is  ordered"  alone, 
amounted  to  an  order  only,  and  not  a  judgment ;  and  it 
was  said  that  the  judgment  was  incomplete  for  want  of 
the  words  "it  is  considered.**  [^rfc,  J. — The  introduc- 
tion of  those  words,  ''considered  and  adjudged,"  cannot 
alter  the  legal  effect  of  what  took  place  in  fact.  We 
must  look  at  the  whole  record,  and  by  that  it  plainly 
appiSears  that  the  judgment  was  respited.]  Then,  as  to 
the  first  point :  It  is  submitted  that  a  court  of  quarter 
sessions  has  no  power  to  respite  their  judgment  from 
one  sessions  to  another.  In  Dickenson's  Quarter  Ses- 
sions, 5th  edit,  p.  61,  it  is  said,  ''Justices  may,  before 
the  actual  close  of  the  sessions,  on  whatever  day,  alter 
their  orders  of  sentences,  but  they  cannot  do  so  after 
the  session  is  closed,  e.g.,  at  the  next  sessions."  "  Again, 
if  an  indictment  cannot  be  disposed  of  after  verdict  of 
guilty,  owing  to  the  justices  present  being  equally 
divided  in  opinion  as  to  the  sentence,  or  from  any  other 
cause  operating  on  the  court,  so  that  no  judgment  is 
given,  an  adjournment  of  the  sesrion  should  be  entered 
by  the  derk  of  the  peace  to  some  day  previous  to  or  not 

(o)  1  B.  &  C.  711. 


The  QuBBN. 
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later  than  that  appointed  for  the  next  ensuing  original  1847. 
general  or  quarter  sessiond,  bo  as  to  enable  the  justices  i^^^^ 
to  reconsider  the  question.''  '^  But  if  no  such  adjourn- 
ment of  the  sessions  be  made  (for  it  cannot  be  made  of 
the  matter  itself  only),  no  subsequent  session  has  any 
power  to  make  an  order  in  the  case."  And  the  case 
of  Bex  V.  Grince  is  cited  irom  Vin.  Abrid.,  vol.  19, 
p.  358.  [^Coleridffe,  J. — ^The  power  of  adjourning  ap- 
peals is  given  to  the  sessions  by  statute  in  eases  of  in- 
sufficient notice ;  but  could  not  they  do  so  on  other 
grounds,  for  instance,  the  absence  of  a  material  wit« 
ness?  We  adjourn  cases  from  one  assize  to  another, 
though  \ie  sit  under  a  different  commission.]  That 
case  is  especially  provided  for  by  the  1  Edw.  6,  c.  7,  s.  2. 

Marshy  contr^ — In  Rex  v.  Bourne  (a)  and  Regina  v. 
Dunn  (i)  no  point  arose  as  to  the  power  of  one  quarter 
sessions  to  deal  with  the  record  of  a  previous  sessions ; 
they  do  not  apply  to  either  of  the  questions  raised  by 
the  plaintiff  in  error.  As  to  the  general  power  of 
quarter  sessions  to  postpone  till  a  subsequent  sessions 
their  judgment  on  an  indictment  tried  at  a  former,  the 
argument  on  the  other  side  rests  on  the  authority  of 
Dickenson.  The  cases,  however,  there  cited,  do  not 
in  any  way  support  the  passage  which  has  been  quoted. 
Rex  V.  Cuckfield  (c),  is  one ;  there,  and  in  PridgetnCB 
case  {d)f  which  is  another,  there  had  been  no  adjourn-" 
ment,  and  consequentiy  one  sessions  was  held  incom- 
petent to  reverse  what  had  been  done  by  another.  In 
Rex  V.  Grince  (e),  a  judgment  was  held  bad  because  it 
was  passed  on  a  day  subsequent  to  the  holding  of  the 
next  sessions  after  that  from  which  the  case  had  been 


(a)  7  A.  &  E.  58.  (d)  Cro.  Car.  841. 

(b)  12  A.  &  E.  599.  *  (e)  19  Vin.  Abr.  858. 

(c)  2  Salk.  477. 
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1847.  adjourned.  Rexy,  Fowler  {a)^  however,  shews  that  a 
subsequent  sessions  maj  deal  with  the  record  of  a  former 
sessions,  as  there  was  no  formal  adjournment,  but  the 
hearing  of  the  case  was  merely  postponed  from  one 
sessions  to  another. 

Peacock,  in  reply. — ^In  Rex  v.  Fowler  the  case  was 
directed  to  be  brought  on  and  heard  afiresh,  because 
there  had  l>een  a  mis-triaL  That  was  not  like  an  ad- 
joummeat. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — ^It  q>pears  to  me  that  the 
argument  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  rests  on  a  fallacy.  It 
assumes,  that  the  second  court  is  not  the  same  as  the 
first.  The  court  of  quarter  sessions  is  composed  of  the 
whole  body  of  the  justices ;  it  is  time,  that  it  acts  only 
at  intervals,  but  such  a  court  must  have  the  power  of 
adjourning  a  case  if  it  thinks  proper,  and  there  can 
be  no  better  reason  for  doing  so  than  here,  where  the 
justices  had  not  made  up  their  minds  as  to  their  judg- 
ment. Defendants,  too,  should  have  time  and  an  op- 
portunity for  entering  into  recognizances. 

Patteson,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  was  at 
first  struck  with  the  passage  cited  from  Dickenson,  but 
it  does  not  appear  that  it  is  founded  on  authority.  The 
stftt.  of  1  Ed.  6,  c.  7,  was  passed  to  provide  for  the  non- 
abatement  of  process,  where  the  names  of  the  same 
justices  of  assize  did  not  appear  in  successive  commis- 
sions. The  court  of  quarter  sessions,  however,  is  always 
under  one  and  the  same  commission,  and  must,  there- 
fore, be  taken  to  have  the  power  of  adjourning  cases 
from  one  sitting  to  another. 

Coleridge,  J. — The  coiurt  of  quarter  sessions  is  a 

(fl)  4  B.  &  A.  273. 
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oontinuuig  court,  and  has  power,  as  such,  to  continue  1847. 
and  respite  process.  The  words  of  the  commission 
shew  thi&r  The  2  Hen.  5,  c.  4,  fixes  the  four  periods 
at  which  the  seissions  (hence  called  quarter  sessions) 
were  to  be  held;  but  there  is  no  distinct  commission 
directed  to  each  sessions,  and  the  bodj  of  justices 
remains  the  same.  Our  practice  in  this  Court  shews 
that.  A  mandamus  issued  by  us  confers  no  authority 
on  the  justices,  but  only  directs  them  to  do  something 
which  they  have  omitted  to  do  at  a  previous  time. 

Erle,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  practice 
of  adjournment  is  highly  important,  and  constantly 
adopted  by  justices  at  Quarter  Sessions,  and  there  is  no 
authority  for  the  position  laid  down  in  Mr.  Dickenson's 
book.  I  have  turned  to  the  authority  cited  from  Bott, 
756,  Bodmin  v.  Warden.  That' was  an  appeal,  and,  the 
justices  being  divided  at  the  sessions,  no  order  was  made ; 
and  the  Court  said,  *  *  If  the  justices  were  divided  in  opin- 
ion, that  was  a  sufficient  warrant  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace 
to  enter  an  adjournment,  and  it  was  his  duty  so  to  have 
done;  and,**  the  judgment  continues,  ''if  the  parties 
will  not  consent  to  quash  both  orders,  we  will  confflder 
whether  we  cannot  send  it  down  again  to  have  the 
entry  of  the  first  order  amended.  The  first  order  was 
subsequently  quashed,  because  made  without  adjourn- 
ment, but  no  opinion  was  given."  It  is  of  the  greatest 
importance  that  the  sessions  should  have  this  power. 
If  they  had  not,  it  would  foUow  that  if  a  witness  were 
taken  ill,  a  prisoner  must  be  acquitted. 

Judgment  for  the  Crown. 

END  OF  TBimTT  VACATION. 
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1847. 


iVov.  10^.  The  Queen,  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Mtlor. 

Copies  of  all  tKe  (Jn  appeal  asainst  an  order  of  two  justices  for  the 

ezaminatioiii  «r*r         -o  ^ 

taken  and  of  all  borough  of  Penryn,  in  the  coonly  of  Cornwall,  dated 
^d^bV'reT  ^e  1^  December,  1844,  for  the  removal  of  Joseph 
tonob&'^blr''  ^7™^^  ^^  Johanna,  his  wife,  and  their  three  children, 
iettlement  of  a  from  the  sud  borough  of  Pemyn,  to  the  parish  of  My- 
■entwith  aoopj  ^OT,  in  the  said  comitj,  the  sessions  confirmed  the  order^ 
ti^e^ppeUanu  ^"'J^^  ^  ^^  Opinion  of  this  Court  upon  a  special  case* 
Ti^re  an  The  examinations  stated  a  complete  settlement,  by  hir- 

exankination  aet  ,  t  f 

up  two  grounds  ing  and  service,  in  the  parish  of  My  lor,  in  the  year 
by  Mring\nd'^  1806,  and  then  continued,  ^'  In  the  month  of  Septem- 

TioQs  order  of  by  an  Order  of  justices,  from  the  borough  of  Penryn  to 
appealed  *  the  said  parish  of  Mylor,  from  which  there  was  not  any 
ooprof  tWs  pre-  *PP^**  Then  followed  the  examination  of  John  Wil- 
▼ious  order  was  Uams,  clerk  to  the  justices,  who  stated: — "  I  have  been 

not  sent  witb  .  t 

the  otber  eza-  for  many  years,  and  still  am,  the  derk  to  the  justices  of 
H9id,  ^hltlbe  the  borough  of  Penryn ;  I,  as  such  derk  as  aforesaid,  took 
J?£ludS?f^  ^®  examination  of  the  said  Joseph  Symons  on  the  lOtii 
going  into         of  September,  1832,  before  John  Artiiur,  Esq.,  the 

proof  or  either 

ground  of  set.    then  mayor,  and  Edward  Hodge,  derk,  the  then  deputy 
^^^^^'  recorder  of  the  said  borough,  two  of  his  then  majesty's 

justices  of  the  peace,  having  jurisdiction  in  the  sud  bo- 
rough, touching  the  phce  of  the  last  l^al  settiement  of 
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the  said  Joseph  Symons;  and  I,  as  such  clerk  as  afore'^        1847. 
saidy  made  out  an  order  for  the  removal  of  the  said    tu  o     ' 
Joseph  Symons,  and  his  wife  and  family,  from  the  said  ^v- 

borough  of  Penryn  to  the  parish  of  Mylor,  in  the  said  Mtlor. 
county  of  Cornwall,  which  order  was  signed  by  the  said 
John  Arthur  and  Edward  Hodge,  as  such  mayor  and 
deputy  recorder  as  aforesidd,  in  my  presence,  and  which 
said  order  I  now  produce.**  Edward  Tregaskis,  in  his 
eiamination,  stated,  that  he  was,  in  1882,  assistant  • 
overseer,  and  that,  on  the  13th  September  in  that  year, 
hedeliyered  the  paupers  to  Robert  P.  Sundle>  then  one  ' 

of  the  overseers  of  Mylor,  together  with  a  duplicate  of 
the  order.  No  copy  of  the  above  order  was  sent  with 
the  rest  of  the  examinations. 

Th<e  following^  amongst  others,  was  a  ground  of  ap- 
peal:— "  That  no  copy  or  extract  of  the  alleged  order 
of  removal  of  the  said  Joseph  Symons  and  his  family, 
mentioned  in  the  examination  of  John  Williams,  and 
therdn  stated  to  have  been  produced  before  the  remov- 
ing justices,  was  sent  with  the  examinations  to  the  appel- 
lants.^ At  the  trial  of  the  appeal  the  appellants  con- 
tended, that  die  respondents  had  no  right  to  enter  into 
their  ease  at  alL  The  sessions,  however,  heard  the  ap- 
peal, and  confirmed  the  order,  but  reserved  the  point  for 
the  opuiion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench.  Should 
the  Court  be  of  opinion  that  the  objection  was  fatal, 
then  the  order  of  sessions  is  to  be  quashed,  otherwise 
confirmed. 

PaMey^  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. — ^The 
examinations  state  two  distinct  settlements  in  the  parish 
of  Mylor ;  one  by  hiring  and  service,  the  other  by  an 
order  of  removal  unappealed  against  It  will  be  con- 
tended, on  the  other  side,  that  the  respondents  could 
not  go  into  the  latter  ground  of  settlement,  because  a 
copy  of  the  order  of  removal  has  not  been  sent ;  but 

VOL.  in.  D  N.  s.  c. 
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1847.        that  is  no  reason  why  thej  should  be  estopped  from 
The  QnxBK    P^ving  the  settlement  hj  hiring  and  service. 

V, 

MrLOE.  ^  ^'  Smith,  contr4,  was  here  called  on  by  the  Court. — 
The  statute  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  79,  has  not  been 
complied  with  in  this  case*  That  section  enacts  '^  that  no 
poor  person  shall  be  removed  or  removable  until  twenty- 
one  days  after  a  notice  of  chargeability,  accompanied  by 
a  copy  of  the  order  of  removal,  and  by  a  copy  of  the 
examinations  upon  which  such  order  was  made,  shall 
have  been  sent."  Under  this  section,  it  was  decided,  in 
Regina  y.  Outwen{a\  that  copies  of  all  the  examina- 
tions taken  by  the  justices  must  be  sent  with  the  copy 
of  the  order;  and  Coleridge^  J.,  in  giving  his  judgment 
in  that  case,  says :  **  The  word  '  examinations'  means  the 
entire  body  of  evidence  taken  on  the  occasion  of  making 
the  order,  the  whole  of  which  should  be  sent,  that  the 
parish  which  is  to  receive  the  pauper  may  have  an  op- 
portunity of  considering  whether  that  order  should  be 
resisted  or  not."  That  decision  has  been  followed  in  the 
cases  oi Regina  v.  East  Ramton{b)  and  Regina  v.  Widr 
Ungton{c)i  in  the  former  of  which  it  was  held,  that  a 
copy  of  a  pit  bond,  and,  in  the  latter,  that  a  copy  of  an 
order  of  removal,  which  had  been  produced  before  the 
semoving  justices,  ought  to  have  been  sent.  Again,  the 
case  of  Regina  v.  Rrixham  (d)  decides  that  the  omission 
to  send  a  copy  of  this  order  of  removal  forms  a  ground 
of  appeaL 

Pashley  was  then  called  on  again. — Regina  v.  Ea$t 
Rainton  was  a  removal  upon  a  settlement  by  hiring 
and  service  under  a  pit  bond,  and  that  was  the  only 
ground  of  removal  The  substance  of  the  objection  in 
that  case  was,  that  the  examinations  contained  no  legal 

(a)  9  A.  &  E.  836.  (c)  Id.  176. 

<6)  2  New  Seas.  Cas.  2Z.  •  {d)  8  A.  &  E.  376. 
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ground  of  remoTal ;  here  there  was  a  legal  ground,  be- 
cause the  examinations  stated  a  good  settlement  hj 
hiring  and  service,  and  the  existence  of  illegal  evidence 
in  an  examination  cannot  vitiate  that  part  which  is  good : 
Eegma  v.  TeSmry  (a).  The  respondents  may  reject  those 
parts  which  are  insufficient,  and  rely  upon  the  part  which 
18  good:  Begina  v.  Latchford(Jiy  Secondly,  the  omis- 
tton  to  send  a  copy  of  this  order  of  removal,  is  only 
a  ground  of  appeal  where  an  actual  removal  has  taken 
place.  It  is  now  decided,  that  an  appeal  will  lie  upon  the 
service  of  the  order,  or  the  actual  removal,  Regina  v.  The 
Justices  of  Middlesex{c)\  but  when  Regina  v.  Bricham (d) 
was  decidedi  it  was  thought  that  the  appellants  could 
only  appeal  upon  the  service  of  the  order.  \_C0leridffe9  J. 
-^Yoor  argument  would  come  to  this,  that  if  a  parish 
were  to  appeal  upon  service  of  the  order,  without  wait- 
ing for  the  actual  removal,  they  could  not  get  any  of 
the  documents;  but  unless  they  are  to  be  furnished  with 
copies  of  the  examinations  along  with  the  copy  of  the 
order  of  removal,  what  is  the  use  of  their  having  twenty- 
one  days  for  deliberation  ?] 
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1847. 


The  QuESN 

v. 

Inhabitants  of 

Mylor. 


Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — The  objection  is,  that  a  copy 
of  the  order  of  removal  has  not  been  sent  with  the 
other  examinations ;  and  I  am  sorry  to  be  compelled  to 
oome  to  the  conclusion  that  it  must  prevail,  as  there 
was  a  good  settlement  by  hiring  and  service  set  out  in 
the  examinations,  and  it  was  well  proved.  The  words 
of  the  act  construed  in  one  way  are  conclusive  to  shew, 
that  the  respondents  could  not  go  into  their  case,  and 
that  construction  has  been  universally  acquiesced  in  by 
all  parties  concerned  in  the  administration  of  the  poor- 
laws.     The  statute  has  been  construed  according  to  its 

(a)  11  A.  &  E.  616.  (c)  9  DowL  P.  C.  103, 

(6)  1  New  Sees.  Gas.  387 ;        ((Q  8  A.  &  £•  975. 
6  Q.  B.  R.  567. 

d2 
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1847.         certain  and  undoubted  meaning,  that,  whether  the  ap- 

lic  QuBBw    P®*^  ^  against  the  actual  remoyal  of  the  pauper,  or  upon 

f  •  the  service  of  the  order  of  removal,  the  examinations 

Inhabitants  of 

Mtlor.  must  be  sent,  and  the  appellants  have  twenty-one  days 
for  the  purpose  of  deciding  whether  they  will  appeal  or 
not.  The  whole  of  the  examinations  must  be  sent,  and, 
if  overseers  were  to  be  allowed  to  exercise  a  discretion 
as  to  the  documents  to  be  sent,  we  should  let  in  a  cur- 
rent of  doubt  and  uncertainty,  and  should  create  con- 
fusion and  litigation.  We  are,  therefore,  compelled  to 
say,  that,  in  this  cade,  the  objection  must  prevaiL 

Coleridge,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  I  lay 
out  of  my  consideration  any  consequences  that  may  be 
produced  by  a  right  construction  of  the  act.  The  ob- 
jection was,  that  no  copy  of  a  document,  which  formed 
part  of  the  examination,  had  been  sent  The  respond- 
ents intended  to  rely  upon  two  grounds.  This  docmnent 
was  produced,  and  given  in  evidence,  and  was  material 
to  prove  one  groimd  of  settlement.  Mr.  Pashky  has 
argued,  that  the  respondents  were  not  precluded  from 
going  into  the  other  head ;  but  I  think  that  the  statute 
does  not  contemplate  this  distinction,  and  it  would  leave 
it  in  the  power  of  respondents  to  keep  back  part  of  the 
evidence  taken  before  the  removing  justices,  and  only  to 
send  the  documents  necessary  to  prove  the  case  relied 
on;  and  we  should  then  be  called  upon  to  decide  whe- 
ther the  evidence  so  kept  back  was  material  to  support 
that  case.  The  words  of  the  act  are,  that  a  copy  of  tho 
order  of  removal  is  to  be  sent,  ^'  accompanied  by  a  copy 
of  the  examinations  on  which  the  order  was  made." 
Then  it  is  argued,  that  this  is  no  ground  of  appeal  until 
the  removal  has  actually  taken  place;  but  *the  Lord 
Chief  Justice  says,  that,  if  we  listen  to  that,  we  should 
construe  the  act  contrary  to  decisions  and  practice. 
When  an  order  is  sent,  you  must  send  copies  of  the  ex- 


MICHAELMAS  TERM,  10  VICT. 


37 


aminatlons;  they  must  go  together,  as  the  object  is  to 
give  the  appellants  an  opportunity  of  deciding  whether 
they  will  appeal  or  not;  and,  in  the  same  section,  a  pro** 
Tision  is  made  for  cases  where  the  overseers  agree  to 
submit  to  such  order,  but  that  must  mean  to  an  order 
accompanied  by  a  copy  of  the  examinations  on  which 
the  order  is  founded.  The  act  says,  that  the  pauper 
shall  not  be  removed  or  removable  until  twenty-one 
days  after  copies  of  the  examinations  have  been  sent. 
Here  the  appellants  say  that  he  is  not  removable,  and 
that  is  the  plain  construction  of  the  act 

WiGHTMAN  and  Erle,  Js.,  concurred. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed. 


1847. 

The  QvBBir 

V. 

Inhabitants  of 
Mtlob. 


I 


The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  Lancashirb. 


Nw.  ISfA. 


N  Easter  Term  last,  PcLshley  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi.  An  appeal 

11-  A.\^      •     .•  ^  T  !-•        A       i_  against  an  order 

calling  upon  the  justices  of  I^ancashu^  to  shew  cause  of  removal  was 
why  a  mandamus  should  not  issue,  commanding  them  ^'^J^^t^ho'*' 
to  enter  continuances,  and  hear  an  appeal  against  an  Michaelmas 

1         /*  •       •         i»       1  1     /•-r^i'     1      1    -r  sessions,  1846. 

order  of  two  justices  for  the  removal  of  iLlizabeth  Leo-  At  the  next 
nard,  the  wife  of  Matthew  Leonard,  and  her  three  chil-  gj^^^o'^'tioe 
dren,  from  the  parish  of  Ashton-under-Lyne,  in  the  or  grounds  of 

'^  .  appeal  having 

county  of  Lancaster,  to  the  township  of  Batley,  in  the  been  giren,  the 
county  of  Chester.  pul^  for  a  for- 

The  affidavits  on  which  the  motion  was  made  stated  Je'a^^^on 
the  following  facta: — On  the  2nd  September,  1846,  affidavits stat- 

°  r  »  »  ing  facts  which 

two  magistrates  for  the  county  of  Lancaster  made  an  shewed  that 

they  had  been 
unable  to  give  notice  of  appeal  in  time  for  those  sessions.  The  respondents  objected  to 
this  on  the  ground  that  no  notice  or  grounds  of  appeal  had  been  given,  but  the  sessions 
respited  the  appeal  to  the  next  Easter  sessions  "  without  prejudice  to  the  right  of  the 
respondents  to  renew  their  objection  then.''  At  the  Easter  sessions  the  respondents  did 
renew  their  objection,  and  the  justices  refused  to  hear  the  appeal,  on  the  ground  that  the 
sessions  in  January  had  no  power  to  respite : — Held^  that  the  January  sessions  clearly  had 
the  power  to  respite  the  'sppeal,  and  had  thought  proper  to  exercise  it;  and,  the  Easter 
se«8ions  having  refused  to  hear  the  appeal  on  the  ground  that  the  January  sessions  had  no 
such  power,  the  Court  granted  a  mandamus. 
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1847.        order  for  the  removal  of  these  paupers  from  the  parish 

jr""2**'^    of  Ashton-under-Lyne  to  the  township  of  Batley,  In  the 

V*  county  of  Chester,  the  place  of  the  maiden  settlement  of 

The  Justices  of    ,  r^      t      r^^  i    r%  i  i 

Lancashire,  the  woman.  On  the  26th  September,  the  paupers  were 
removed.  The  pauper  Elizabeth  Leonard,  in  her  exami- 
nation, which  was  sent  to  the  overseers  of  Batley  with 
the  order  of  removal,  stated  that  her  husband  had  de- 
serted her,  and  she  did  not  know  where  his  settlement 
was.  The  overseers  of  Batley,  having  reason  to  believe 
that  the  husband  of  Elizabeth  Leonard  was  settled  In 
Liverpool,  entered  and  respited  an  appeal  against  the 
said  order  at  the  sessions  held  on  the  26th  October. 
From  the  time  of  the  removal  of  the  paupers,  every  ex- 
ertion was  made  by  the  appellants  to  discover  Matthew 
Leonard.  And  on  the  1st  December  following,  a  war- 
rant for  his  apprehension  was  obtained  under  the 
Vagrant  Act ;  and  on  the  24th,  he  was  apprehended. 
No  notice  or  grounds  of  appeal  were  given  for  the  next 
January  sessions.  At  those  sessions,  an  application  was 
made  by  the  appellants  to  adjourn  the  appeal  to  the 
Easter  sessions ;  and,  In  support  of  this  application,  an 
affidavit  was  made  by  the  attorney  for  the  appellants, 
stating  that  he  had  Inquired  into  the  settlement  of 
Matthew  Leonard,  and  that  he  believed  he  had  gained  a 
settlement  in  Liverpool;  that  the  necessary  evidence 
in  support  of  such  settlement  could  not  be  sufficiently 
ascertained,  in  time  to  give  due  notice  and  grounds  of 
appeal  for  trial  at  the  January  sessions,  by  reason  of  the 
absence  of  the  said  Matthew  Leonard.  An  affidavit 
was  also  made  by  a  policeman,  and  by  the  relieving 
officer  of  the  union  to  which  the  appellant  parish  be- 
longed, stating  that  every  exertion  had  been  made  for 
the  apprehension  of  Matthew  Leonard.  The  sessions 
directed  that  the  application  should  be  renewed  the  fol- 
lowing day,  and  that,  in  the  meantime,  notice  should  be 
given  to  the  respondents,  with  a  copy  of  the  affidavits. 
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On  the  following  daj,  the  respondents  appeared  by        1847. 
counsel^  and  opposed  the  adjournment^  on  the  ground,     oie  Qubbn 
that,  the  appellants  not  having  ^ven  any  notice  of  ap-   ,_.,*«. 

11  •         1     "I  ■     •!•  •        ml  *"*  Jmuces  of 

peal,  the  sessions  had  no  power  to  adjourn  it.     The  ses*   Lancashi&s. 

sions  granted  the  application  on  tiie  payment  of  the 

costs  of  the  day  by  tiie  appellants,  and  the  following 

entry  was  made  in  the  books  of  the  sessions : — '^  The 

order  made  &c  is  by  the  Court  respited  and  adjourned 

until  Uie  next  general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  here 

to  be  holden  by  adjournment,  on  payment  of  the  costs  of 

the  day  by  the  said  appellants  to  the  said  respondents.'' 

On  the  20th  of  February,  the  costs  were  pud.     At  the 

April  sessions,  the  appellants  proved  service  of  notice 

and  grounds  of  appeal  on  the  20th  March;  and,  at 

those  sessions,  the  respondents  again  contended,  that, 

as  no  notice  of  appeal  had  been  given  prior  to  the 

January  sessions,  they  had  no  power  to  adjourn  the 

appeal;  and   the  sessions,   being  of  that  opinion,  re* 

fused  to  hear  the  appeal,  and  confirmed  the  order  of 

removaL 

It  appeared  firom  the  affidavit  of  the  attorney,  and 
one  of  the  overseers  of  the  respondent  parish,  that  the 
practice  at  the  Lancashire  sessions  in  appeals  against 
orders  of  removal  required  fourteen  days'  notice ;  that, 
at  tiie  January  sessions,  after  argument  on  both  sides  as 
to  the  sufficiency  of  the  affidavits  on  which  the  motion 
for  a  further  respite  was  made,  the  court,  with  the  as- 
sent of  the  counsel  for  tiie  appellants,  directed  that  the 
further  respite  of  the  appeal,  and  the  acceptance  of  the 
costs  of  the  day  by  the  respondents,  should  not  preclude 
or  prejudice  the  respondents,  when  the  appeal  should  be 
called  on  at  the  subsequent  sessions,  from  taking  advan- 
tage of  the  objection  there  made,  that  no  notice  of 
appeal  had  been  given  prior  to  the  January  sessions ;  but 
that  tiiey  should  be  at  fuU  liberty  to  avail  themselves  of 
such  objection. 


40  NEW  SESSIONS  CASES. 

1847.  Townsend  shewed  cause. — ^At  the  Michadmas  sessions 

^,^^"2^N     *^®  appellants  had  a  right,  under  the  9  G^.  1,  c  7,  to 

_^v  have  theur  appeal  entered  and  respited  to  the  next  ses- 

LANOASBiai.   sions.      That  statute  does  not  give  them  such  right 

at  the  January  sessions,  but  the  justices,  in  the  exercise 
of  their  discretion,  might  further  respite  the  appeal  if 
they  saw  good  reason  for  so  doing.  The  facts,  as  they 
appear  on  the  affidavits,  are,  that  the  paupers  were  re- 
moved on  the  26th  of  September,  and  the  warrant  for  the 
apprehension  of  the  husband  of  the  pauper  was  not  ap- 
plied for  till  the  1st  of  December.  The  omission,  there- 
fore,  to  serv^  notice  and  groimds  of  appeal  in  time  for 
the  January  sessions  is  not  sufficiently  accounted  for. 
The  appellants  had  given  notice  and  grounds  of  appeal 
in  time  for  the  Easter  sessions ;  still  the  discussion  which 
then  took  place  must  be  considered  with  reference  to 
the  same  state  of  facts  which  appeared  before  the  court 
in  Janiuuy,  because  the  appeal  was  respited  to  the 
Easter  sessions  without  prejudice  to  the  right  of  the 
respondents  to  avail  themselves  of  the  same  objection 
then  which  was  taken  before.  The  matter,  therefore, 
at  the  Easter  sessions  was  fully  discussed,  and  the  jus- 
tices, in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion,  were  of 
opinion  th^it  the  appellants  were  not  in  a  situation  to 
entitle  them  to  have  their  appeal  heard.  The  payment 
of  costs  was  part  of  the  condition  on  which  the  discus- 
sion was  adjourned,  and  the  acceptance  cannot  be  held 
to  deprive  the  respondents  of  their  right  to  take  the 
objection  to  the  want  of  notice  of  appeal.  In  Regina 
V.  The  Justices  of  Maniffomeryshire  (a),  and  Regina  v* 
The  Justices  of  Somerset  (i),  the  Court  declined  to  inter- 
fere by  mandamus,  where  the  justices  had  refused  to 
hear  an  appeal,  because  notice  and  grounds  of  appeal 
had  not  been  served  in  time,  according  to  the  practice 

(a)  2  New  Sess.  Cas.  78.  (b)  Id.  645. 
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of  the  sesaons,  and  on  the  ground  that  they  would  not        1847. 
interfere  with  the  discretion  of  the  justices  in  matters     j^TqueIn 
of  practice.  v- 

Tha  Justices  of 
Lancashire. 

PashJetfy  coutnL — The  omission  to  serve  notice  and 
grounds  of  appeal^  did  not  preclude  the  sessions^  in 
January^  firom  respiting  the  appeal,  if  they  had  thought 
proper  to  do  so.  The  court  of  quarter  sessions  has  a 
general  power  to  adjourn,  if  sufBdent  reasons  are  as- 
signed, Bex  y.  KimboUan{a);  and  it  appears  that  every 
exertion  was  made  by  the  appellants  to  discover  the 
husband  of  the  pauper,  who  could  not  be  discovered  till 
the  24th  December,  too  late  to  serve  notice  of  appeal 
for  the  January  sessions.  The  question  was  fully  and 
formally  argued  at  those  sessions,  and,  as  appears  fix>m 
the  record  of  the  sessions,  which  must  be  taken  to  be 
condnsive  evidence  of  what  then  occurred,  the  appeal 
was  unconditionally  respited.  [JPattesan,  J. — There  was 
an  act  done  subsequently  at  the  Easter  sessions,  and,  if 
there  had  been  an  absolute  adjournment  in  January,  the 
sessions  would  not  have  entertained  the  question.]  The 
sessions  in  January  do  an  act,  in  the  exerdse  of  their 
discretion,  which  it  is  not  in  the  power  of  a  subsequent 
sesfflons  to  dispute.  In  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Lon^ 
don{b\  the  sessions  in  April  refused  to  hear  an  appeal, 
on  the  ground  that  the  sessions  in  January  had  no  juris- 
diction to  respite  the  appeal;  but  this  Court  hdd  they 
were  wrong,  and  granted  a  mandamus.  In  Bex  v. 
Thackwell{c)^  the  Court  said,  the  justices  were  to  dedde 
whether  they  would  respite  an  appeal  The  respondents, 
in  January,  accept  costs  from  the  appellants,  which,  ac- 
cording io  Kinff  V.  Stmmands(d),  imposes  a  personal  dis- 
ability on  the  respondents,  and  precludes  them  from  ob- 

(a)  6  A.  &  E.  603.  (c)  4  B.  &  C.  62. 

(6)  2  New  Sess.  Gas.  410.  (d)  7  <^  B.  R.  203. 


K 
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1817.        JGCting  to  the  want  of  notice  at  tlie  Easter  sessions.   In 
The  QusBK     ^Sfi'^   ^'    ^^  Justices  of  MotUffomerysfare  (a),   and 

„      '■  Reqina  y.  The  Justice*  of  Somer»et(b\  this  Court  only 

The  Jnitioei  of       .^     ,  , ,  .  -  ■,',,■  . 

LAMcismiftc.  said,  they^rould  not  interfere  with  the  discretion  exer- 
cised by  justices  at  seauons  on  matters  of  pracUce; 
which  decisions  are  quite  consistent  with  the  present 
application.  Either  the  sesrions  did  respite  the  appeal 
in  January,  ae,  in  the  exercise  of  their  discretion,  they 
had  a  perfect  right  to  do;  or  the  consideration  of  the 
cose  was  a^oumed  to  Easter,  when  the  sesmons  did  not 
exercise  any  discretion,  but  decided  that  the  sessioDs 
in  January  had  no  power  to  respite  the  appeal  On 
either  supposition  the  appellants  are  entitled  to  have 
this  rule  made  absolute. 

Cnr.  adv.  vult. 

Patteson,  J.,  now  delivered  judgment(c). — This  was 
an  application  for  a  mandamus  to  the  justices  of  Lanca- 
shire, commanding  them  to  enter  continuances,  and  hear 
an  appeal.  The  facts  of  the  case,  as  they  appeared  on 
the  affidavits,  are,  that  an  order  of  removal  was  obtained 
on  the  2nd  September,  which  was  served  on  the  5th, 
and,  the  appellants  not  having  given  any  notice  of  a^ 
peal,  the  paupers  were  removed  on  the  26th.  The  ap- 
pellants had  time  to  ^ve  notice  and  grounds  of  appeal 
for  the  Michaelmas  sessions,  but  were  not  bound  to  do 
80,  and,  at  those  sesfflons,  they  enter  and  respite  th^ 
appeal,  as  they  had  a  perfect  right  to  do.  Without 
having  served  any  notice  or  gronnds  of  appeal,  the  appel- 
lants come  to  the  January  sessions,  and  move  to  respite 
the  appeal  to  the  Easter  sessions,  upon  an  affidavit, 
stating  that  the  pauper  was  a  married  woman,  that  her 
husband  had  absconded,  and  that  they  bod  not  been  able 
to  find  him,  in  order  to  ascertain  bis  place  of  settlement; 

(o)  2  New  Seas.  Cas.  78.  (e)  Before   Patteion,  J.,  in 

[h)  Id.  646.  the  Bail  Court. 
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that  a  warrant  for  his  apprehension  was  granted  on  the        iwi, 
Ist  December,  and  he  was  apprehended  on  the  24th.     ^   ^    ^ 
too  late  to  enable  the  appellants  to  give  notice  of  appeal  «. 

for  those  sessions.  Now,  it  is  quite  dear  that  the  court  i^lmcasbus. 
of  quarter  sessions,  in  January,  had  a  right  to  allow  a 
further  respite  of  the  appeal  They  had  the  power, 
but  were  not  bound  to  exerdse  it:  the  matter  was  one 
for  their  discretion.  The  application  was  adjourned  to 
the  following  day,  when,  notice  having  been  given  to 
the  respondents,  the  case  was  again  discussed,  and  the 
respondents  contended  that  the  sessions  had  no  right  to 
respite  the  appeal,  by  reason  of  the  appellants  not  having 
served  any  notice  of  appeal  The  sessions  came  to  the 
conclusion,  by  tbe  consent  of  all  parties,  that  the  appeal 
should  be  respited,  on  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  day 
by  the  appellants  to  the  respondents,  and  without  preju- 
dice to  taking  the  same  objection  at  the  Easter  sessions 
as  was  taken  at  the  January  sessions.  At  the  Easter 
sessions,  the  appellants,  having,  in  the  mean  time,  served 
notice  and  grounds  of  appeal  for  those  sessions,  the  re* 
spondents  renewed  tiieir  objection,  that  the  January  ses- 
AoBB  had  no  right  to  respite  the  appeal  for  want  of  a 
proper  notice  of  appeal,  and  the  ^sessions,  being  of  that 
opinion,  refused  to  hear  it.  Now,  the  sessions  in  Jan- 
uary were  willing,  in  the  exercise  of  their  discretion,  to 
respite  the  appeal,  but  the  real  doubt  was,  whether  they 
had  the  power:  that  was  th^  point  reserved  for  the 
Easter  sessions.  Now,  all  the  facts  and  circumstances 
of  this  case  shew  tiiat,  at  the  Easter  sessions,  the  refusal 
to  hear  the  appeal  was  founded  on  the-  opinion  of  tiiat 
court,  that  the  January  sessions  had  no  power  to  re- 
spite; but  the  January  sessions  clearly  had  that  power: 
the  appeal,  tiierefore,  ought  to  have  been  heard,  and 
this  rule  must  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


44  NEW  SESSIONS  CASES. 

1847. 

I3th  Nov.  '^^^  Queen  r.  Inhabitants  of  Leeds. 

An  order  for  \JN  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  of  the 
a  pauper  from     peace  for  the  borough  of  Preston,  dated  the  26th  July, 

madcinMwch,  ^^^^'  ^^^  ^^  removal  of  Matthew  Kedmayne  and 
1843;  this  order  Anne,  his  wifc,  from  the  township  of  Preston  to  the 

was  appealed  * 

against,  and  township  of  Lccds,  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  con- 
8(^on8,  rab-^  firmed  the  order,  subject  to  a  case,  of  which  the  fol- 
ject  to  a  case,     Jowinff  are  the  parts  material  to  the  decision  of  the 

the  sessions  ^  ^ 

stating,  that  if     Court :— - 

Queen's  Bench       The  case  sct  outthe  Order  of  removal,  dated  the  26  th 

SJdeto^flLl  J"^y»  ^^^-^^  ^^  ^^  ^^  ^^^^  of  chargeabiUty  and 
sions,  then  they  the  examinations.     The  examination  of  the  pauper, 

quashed  the  t  i  .  i  ^  i  . 

order  of  re-  amongst  Other  things,  stated  a  settlement,  by  renting  a 

iiciency  in  the  tenement  in  Leeds.  The  examination  of  Thomas  Dixon, 

theorderof*  assistant  overseer  for  the  Preston  Poor-law  Union, 

sessions  was  stated  that  the  paupers  were  removed  from  Preston  to 

raUybythe  Leeds  by  an  order  of  justices,  dated  March,  1843; 

Que«i*8  Bench.  ^^^^  *^®  removal  was  appealed  against  by  Leeds,  and 

d^"°^ted  ^^^  appeal  was  heard  at  the  Preston  quarter  sessions  in 

26th  July,  June,  1843,  when  the  order  of  removal  was  confirmed, 

tained  for  the'  subject  to  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 

removal  of  the     Bench, 
same  pauper 

upon  the  same        The  examinations  then  set  out  the  special  case  that 

settlement.  '  ,    , 

On  appeal  had  been  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of 
latte°'order,  it  Queen*8  Bench,  on  the  trial  of  the  appeal  in  June, 
was  contended    1543^     That  case  contdned  the  examination  of  Mat- 

that  the  former 

judgment  thew  Bcdmayne,  which,  after  stating  a  renting  and  oc- 

(which  was  set 

out  on  the 

grounds  of  appeal)  was  condufliTe.    The  respondents  offered  no  evidence  to  explain  it,  and- 

the  sessions  refused  to  permit  the  appellants  to  do  so  : — 

Heldt  1.  Iliat  the  order  of  sessions  quashing  the  order  of  removal  for  deficiency  in  the 
examinations  was  not  conclusive,  but  that  evidence  might  be  given  on  either  side  to 
explain  it. 

2.  That  evidence  might  be  given  to  explain  the  grounds  upon  which  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  proceeded. 

3.  That,  the  former  order  having  been  quashed  in  consequence  of  an  omission  to  state 
that  "  the  rent "  had  been  paid,  such  a  deficiency  was  on  a  point  going  to  the  settlement, 
and  conclusive. 
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cupatioD  of  a  tenement  in  Leeds,  proceeded  as  follows : —        1847. 
**  I  paid  rent  for  the  whole  time  of  my  tenancy."  •niTQuBKN 

The  case  also  set  out  the  grounds  of  appeal  against  .  ,  ,  P- 
the  order  of  removal  of  March,  1843 ;  some  of  these  Lbbds. 
grounds  raised  objections  on  matters  of  form,  and  one 
applied  to  the  order  of  removal  only ;  but  the  fourth 
ground  of  appeal  was  as  follows: — ^'  ^at  the  examina- 
tions are  bad,  inasmuch  as  they  do  not  state  that  such 
house  was  held,  and  the  rent  for  the  same  actually  paid, 
for  the  term  of  one  whole  year,  at  the  least,  by  the  said 
Matthew  Sedmayne,  who  is  alleged  to  be  the  person 
hiring  the  same." 

The  case  further  stated,  that,  on  the  trial  of  the  appeal 
at  the  quarter  sessions  at  Preston,*  on  the  28th  June, 
1843,  it  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  appellants, 
amongst  other  points,  that  it  did  not  sufficiently  appear, 
upon  or  by  the  examination  aforesaid,  that  the  house 
mentioned  therein  was  held,  and  the  rent  for  the  same 
actually  paid,  by  the  said  Matthew  Bedmayne  for  the 
term  of  one  whole  year  at  the  least."  The  court  of  quar- 
ter sessions  overruled  the  objections}  and  confirmed  the 
order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  whether  the  aforesaid  objection  ought  to  have 
prevailed ;  in  which  case  the  order  of  removal  was  to 
be  quashed  for  deficiency  in  the  examinations ;  if  other- 
wise, the  order  of  removal  and  the  order  of  sessions 
were  to  be  confirmed. 

The  case  then  set  out  the  proceedings  to  remove  the 
spedal  case  granted  in  June,  1843,  into  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  and  the  order  made  by  that  Court  on  the 
Ist  day  of  May,  1844 ;  which  was  as  follows : — "  Upon 
hearing  counsel  on  both  sides,  it  is  ordered  that  an 
original  order  of  justices  for  the  removal  of  Matthew 
Bedmayne  and  Ann,  his  wife,  from  the  township  of 
Preston  to  the  township  of  Leeds,  and  also  an  order  of 
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The  QuBBN 
Inhabitants  of 


1847.        sessions^  made  in  confiimatloii  thereof,  be  severally 
quashed.  By  the  Court" 

The  case  further  set  out  the  grounds  of  appeal 
Lkbds.       agunst  the  order  of  remo?al,  dated  26th  Jidy,  1846. 

1st.  That  true  it  is  that  a  former  order  for  the  re- 
moval of  the  said  Matthew  Bedmayne,  and  Anne  his 
wife,  and  an  order  of  sessions  confirming  the  same,  on 
appeal  between  the  same  parties  as  are  the  parties  to  the 
presei^  appeal,  were  respectively  quashed  by  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench,  upon  the  removal  of  the  first-men- 
tioned order  and  order  of  sessions  and  the  special  case 
into  her  Majesty's  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  by  certiorari ; 
and  this  ground  of  our  appeal  is,  that  the  said  last- 
mentioned  orders  were  quashed  by  the  said  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  for  the  insufficiency  of  the  examina- 
tion, whereon  the  sidd  first-mentioned  order  was  made, 
on  one  of  the  objections  in  the  said  special  case  men- 
tioned. [See  this  ground  set  out,  ante.]  Wherefore, 
inasmuch  as  the  said  lafit-mentioned  orders  were  quashed 
upon  a  ground  relating  directly  to  the  settlement  of  the 
said  Matthew  Redmayne  and  Anne  his  wife,  on  the  day 
of  the  date  of  the  said  former  order  of  removal,  and  no 
settlement  having  been  gained  by  the  said  Matthew 
B.edmayne  and  Anne  his  wife,  or  either  of  them,  in  the 
said  township  of  Leeds,  on  or  since  the  day  of  the  date 
of  the  said  lafit-mentioned  order  of  removal,  nor  any 
such  settlement  being  alleged,  the  quashing  of  the  for- 
mer orders  is  binding  and  conclusive  between  the  parties, 
as  to  the  place  of  the  last  legal  settlement  of  the  said 
Matthew  Redmayne  and  Anne  his  wife. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  on  the  1st  January, 
1845,  the  respondents  proved  the  settlement  in  Leeds, 
as  stated  in  the  examination.  The  appellants  then  con- 
tended that  the  respondents  were  estopped,  and  con- 
cluded, by  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
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on  the  case  in   the  former  appeal,  as  stated  in  the        ]g4<^^ 
grounds  of  this  appeal.     They  also  proved  the  pro-     JJ]""^; — ' 
ceedings  to  remove  the  former  case  into  the  Court  of  v. 

Queen's  Bench,  and  the  judgment  of  that  Court  thereon ;  lesds. 
and  then  thej  contended  again  that  the  respondents 
were  estopped.  The  respondents  contended,  that,  for 
anything  that  appeared  in  evidence,  the  judgment  afore- 
said might  have  been  given  on  a  matter  not  affecting 
the  question  of  the  settlement;  but  they  did  not  offer 
any  evidence  to  shew  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  on  the  case  aforesaid,  proceeded  on  any 
point  other  than  the  point  of  settlement.  The  s^pel- 
lants  offered  parol  evidence  of  the  grounds  on  which  the 
judgment  proceeded,  and  also  to  prove  the  expressions 
used  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  in  giving  judgment; 
but  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  held  this  evidence  to 
be  inadmissible,  and  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  amongst 
others,  upon  the  following  questions: — 

4th.  Whether  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  ought  to 
have  held  that  (after  the  proof  of  the  proceedings  to 
remove  the  former  case  into  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench, 
and  the  judgment  thereupon)  the  respondents  were 
estopped  and  concluded  by  the  said  judgment. 

5th.  Whether  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  ought  to 
have  permitted  the  appellants  to  shew,  by  parol  evi- 
dence, the  grounds  of  the  decision  of  this  Court  on  the 
case  in  the  former  appeal ;  if  so,  it  was  admitted,  on  both 
ddes,  that  such  decision  did  in  fact  proceed  on  the  in- 
sufficiency of  the  examinations  on  which  that  order  was 
made>  in  respect  of  shewing  the  settlement  of  the  pau- 
pers; and,  in  that  case,  if  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
should  Airther  be  of  opinion,  that  the  quashing  of  the 
former  order  (on  the  ground  that  the  examinations  did 
not  sufficiently  shew  that  the  paupers  were  settled  in 
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1817.        Leeds)  was  such  a  quashing  as  to  be  conclusive  on  the 

'T^'i^^jg    question  of  the  settlement  of  the  paupers  between  the 

T  h  h-^*  fat  f  *^^  townships,  then  the  order  of  removal  now  appealed 

Lbbds.       agaiasty  and  the  order  of  sessions  confirming  the  same, 

were  to  be  respectively  quashed. 

CowUngy  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. — It  ap- 
pears that  the  former  order  in  this  case  was  quashed,  on 
the  ground  that  the  examinations  did  not  state  that  '^  the'' 
rent  had  been  paid,  Regina  v.  Leeds  (a);  but,  looking  at 
the  question  now  submitted  to  this  Court,  there  is  no 
estoppel.  In  that  case,  certain  questions;  upon  certain 
objections,  were  asked  of  this  Court,  and  then  the  case 
stated,  that  if  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  should  be  of 
opinion  that  the  objections,  or  anj  or  either  of  them, 
should  have  prevailed,  then,  the  order  of  removal  was  to 
be  quashed  for  deficiency  in  tiie  examinations ;  but  the 
court  of  quarter  sessions  could  not  have  meant  that, 
because  one  of  the  questions  applied  to  an  objection  to 
the  order,  and  not  to  the  examinations  at  all.  If  the 
court  of  quarter  sessions  ask  a  question  of  this  Court, 
and  say,  that  in  the  event  of  that  question  being  an- 
swered  in  a  oertain  way,  they  quaah  the  order  for 
informality,  even  if  this  Court  decided  that  the  question 
went  to  the  merits,  the  parties  might  litigate  the  ques- 
tion again ;  the  case  is  now  the  same  as  if  the  sessions 
had  quashed  for  informality,  and  not  on  the  merits. 
[Coleridge^  J. — Here  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  has 
'  quashed  the  order  for  deficiency  of  examinations;  that 

is  ambiguous,  and  is  nearly  the  same  thing  as  if  they. 
had  quashed  generally — deficiency  of  examinations  may 
be  substantial  or  matter  of  form — then  may  not  evidence 
be  received  to  explain  it  ?]  The  sessions  may  certainly 
inquire  what  was  meant  by  defidency  of  examinations; 

(a)  1  New  Se66.  Cas.  186;  5  ^  £.  R.  907. 
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Regina  y.   Widecambe  (a),  Regina  v.  Landkey  (J) ;  but         1847. 
here  they  have  only  asked  whether  the  judgment  of  this    Jf^T     ' 
Court  in  the  former  case  was  conclusive;  the  Court  •• 

must  decide  that  precise  question,  Regina  v.  EM  (c)  ^"^w^s*'  ""^ 
seems  to  make  against  the  respondents,  but  in  that  case 
the  order  was  quashed  on  the  motion  of  the  respond- 
ents. Again,  in  Regina  v.  St.  Mary,  Lambeth  (rf),  the 
question  turned  upon  the  effect  of  an  order  of  sessions, 
quashing  an  order  on  the  ground  "  that  the  examina- 
tions disclosed  no  settlement  on  the  face  thereof,"  here, 
by  the  judgment  of  this  Court,  the  order  was  quashed 
generally,  and  therefore  is  not  conclusive. 

j?a//and  Pashley,  contnL — First,  the  point  decided  by 
this  Court  went  to  the  merits  of  the  settlement :  Regina 
V.  8L  Mary,  Lambeth,  Regina  v.  Elkl,  The  decision  of 
this  Court  was  that  the  order  should  be  quashed  gene- 
rally, and  that  must  be  taken  to  be  a  decision  upon  the 
merits,  unless  the  contrary  be  shewn.  [Coleridge,  J. — 
Mr.  Cowling  relies  upon  the  judgment  of  the  court  of 
quarter  sessions,  you  rely  upon  the  judgment  of  this 
Court.]  The  appellants  rely  upon  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  because,  when  a  case  is  re^ 
moved  by  certiorari  into  this  Court,  and  the  opinion  of 
this  Court  taken,  the  case  is  not  sent  back  to  the  court 
of  quarter  sessions ;  but  whether  they  rely  on  the  de- 
dsion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  which  was 
general,  or  upon  the  decision  of  the  court  of  quarter 
sesmons,  which  was  ambiguous,  in  either  case  evidence 
might  have  been  offered  by  the  respondents  to  explain 
it,  but,  as  no  such  evidence  was  offered,  the  decision  in 
the  former  appeal  operated  prim&  facie  as  an  estoppel : 
Regina  v.  Church  Knawk  {e). 

(a)  2  New  S^as.  Cas.  5.?9.  {d)  7  Q.  B.  R.  587  ;  2  New 

(b)  Id.  623.  Ses8.  Cas.  S6. 

(c)  Id.  39  ;  7  ft.  B.  R.  693.         {e)  7  A.  &  E.  471. 

VOL.  Ill  F  N.  S.  C. 
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1847.  ^^i  ^  ^  admitted^  evidenoe  might  have  been  given 

The  QuBSN    ^y  ^^  respondents  to  explain  the  grounds  of  the  de- 

V-  cision.  and  to  shew  that  it  was  not  an  estoppel^  surely 

InhabitantB  of  .  trtr    ^  J 

Leeds.  the  evidence  offered  by  the  appellants  to  shew  upon 
what  ground  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  proceeded,  ought  to  have  been  allowed ;  and  if  so, 
the  sessions  then  have  found  that  such  decision  did  pro- 
ceed on  the  insufficiency  of  the  examinations,  in  respect 
of  shewing  the  settlement  of  the  paupers.  Regina  v. 
EUeKja)  is  exactly  in  point,  the  only  difference  being, 
that  the  proceedings  in  this  case  ended  in  this  Court, 
but  in  Regina  v.  EUel^  they  ended  at  the  sessions.  The 
case  has  been  argued  on  the  other  side  as  if  this  Court 
only  quashed  the  order  of  sessions,  without  referring  to 
the  case ;  but  the  case  is  part  of  that  order,  and  the 
Court  will  look  at  the  grounds  upon  which  the  previous 
order  was  quashed. 

Lord  Dexman,  C.  J. — I  think  it  clear  that  the 
former  judgment  was  prim&  facie  an  estoppel ;  then  it 
was  open  to  the  respondents  to  explain  it,  and  to  shew 
that  it  was  quashed  on  a  matter  of  form — they,  how- 
ever, offered  no  evidence,  but  the  appellants  shewed 
that  it  was  quashed  for  a  substantial  reason.  If  the 
sessions  had  intended  to  decide  that  their  judgment  in 
the  former  appeal  was  not  binding  as  being  matter  of 
form,  they  ought  to  have  so  found  it,  and  then  the 
parties  might  afterwards  have  disputed  the  real  merits 
of  the  case.  If  they  had  in  this  case  called  it  matter  of 
form,  some  of  the  decisions  shew  that  it  is  really  not  so. 
Though  it  may  appear  at  first  sight  to  be  a  verbal  criti- 
cism, yet  it  may  be  a  substantial  omission,  for  the  rent 
for  one  whole  year  may  not  have  been  paid.  We  can 
only  look  to  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  and  they 

(a)  2  New  Seas.  Cas.  39;  7  Q.  B.  R.  503. 
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have  found  that  the  order  should  be  quashed,  leaving  it         ]847. 
doubtful  whether  for  form  or  substance,  and  in  this  case     The  Qubvn 
it  is  clear  that  evidence  was  admissible  to  explain  it        ,  .    ^• 

Inhabitants  of 


Leeds. 


CoLEBiDOE,  J. — The  only  question  is,  as  to  what 
was  dedded  by  this  Court  and  the  court  of  quarter 
sessions.  This  Court  quashed  the  order  generaUy,  the 
court  of  quarter  sessions  quashed  it  in  such  a  way  as 
to  leave  it  ambiguous,  and  therefore  to  let  in  evidence 
to  explain  it.  The  appellants  put  in  the  former  deci- 
sion, and  contended  that  it  operated  as  an  estoppel 
The  sessions  rightly  decided  that  it  was  not  conclusive : 
then  the  obvious  consequence  ought  to  have  been  in 
their  minds,  that  evidence  might  have  been  given  on 
the  one  side,  to  do  away  with  the  former  decision,  and 
on  tlie  other,  to  shew  that  it  was  conclusive ;  but  the 
sessions  appear  to  have  thought  that  it  was  conclusive 
as  to  being  for  matter  of  form.  In  this  the  sessions 
were  wrong :  but  supposing  them  to  be  wrong,  what  is 
the  effect  of  the  former  decision  ?  This  Court  found 
that  the  decision  proceeded  on  deficiency  of  examina- 
tions, on  a  point  going  to  the  settlement,  and  I  am 
clearly  of  opinion,  that  that  imports  merits ;  it  was  a 
failure  of  proof  before  the  removing  justices.  The 
court  of  quarter  sessions  is  now  strictly  a  court  of 
appeal.  Before  the  stat  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  the  court 
of  quarter  sessions  was  only  nominally  so,  the  parties 
removing  did  not  trouble  themselves  with  what  had 
passed  before  the  justices,  but  might  have  set  up  any 
other  ground  of  removal  Now,  however,  it  is  strictly 
a  court  of  appeal,  to  decide  whether  the  justices  below 
have  acted  rightly  in  making  the  order,  though  they 
may  have  new  evidence  in  support  of  the  same  grounds 
of  removal  Here  the  sessions  could  not  but  see  that 
there  was,  upon  the  examinations,  a  defect  in  evidence 
as  to  a  material  fact — it  was  not  stated  that  the  rent 
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1847.  ^^'  ^  ^B  admitted^  evidence  might  have  been  given 

The  QuBBN    ^y  *^®  respondents  to  explain  the  grounds  of  the  de- 

f  •  cision,  and  to  shew  that  it  was  not  an  estoppel*  surely 

Inhabitonts  of  .  ftr    »  J 

Lkeds.  the  evidence  offered  by  the  appellants  to  shew  upon 
what  ground  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  proceeded,  ought  to  have  been  allowed ;  and  if  so, 
the  sessions  then  have  found  that  such  decision  did  pro- 
ceed on  the  insufficiency  of  the  examinations,  in  respect 
of  shewing  the  settlement  of  the  paupers.  Regina  v. 
EUel{a)  is  exactly  in  point,  the  only  difference  being, 
that  the  proceedings  in  this  case  ended  in  this  Court, 
but  in  Regina  v.  EUel,  they  ended  at  the  sessions.  The 
case  has  been  argued  on  the  other  side  as  if  this  Court 
only  quashed  the  order  of  sessions,  without  referring  to 
the  case ;  but  the  case  is  part  of  that  order,  and  the 
Court  will  look  at  the  grounds  upon  which  the  previous 
order  was  quashed. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — I  think  it  clear  that  the 
former  judgment  was  prim&  facie  an  estoppel ;  then  it 
was  open  to  the  respondents  to  explain  it,  and  to  shew 
that  it  was  quashed  on  a  matter  of  form — they,  how- 
ever, offered  no  evidence,  but  the  appellants  shewed 
that  it  was  quashed  for  a  substantial  reason.  If  the 
sessions  had  intended  to  decide  that  their  judgment  in 
the  former  appeal  was  not  binding  as  being  matter  of 
form,  they  ought  to  have  so  found  it,  and  then  the 
parties  might  afterwards  have  disputed  the  real  merits 
of  the  case.  If  they  had  in  this  case  called  it  matter  of 
form,  some  of  the  decisions  shew  that  it  is  reallj  not  sa 
Though  it  may  appear  at  first  sight  to  be  a  verbal  criti- 
cism, yet  it  may  be  a  substantial  omission,  for  the  rent 
for  one  whole  year  may  not  have  been  paid.  We  can 
only  look  to  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  and  they 

(a)  2  New  Seas.  Cas.  39;  7  Q.  B.  R.  503. 
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have  found  that  the  order  should  be  quashed^  leaving  it         ]847. 
doubtful  whether  for  form  or  substance,  and  in  this  case     The  Qusbn 
it  is  clear  that  evidence  was  admissible  to  explain  it.  ^' 

Inhabitants  of 


Lbeds. 


CoLBBiDOB,  J. — The  only  question  is,  as  to  what 
was  decided  by  this  Court  and  the  court  of  quarter 
sessions.  This  Court  quashed  the  order  generally,  the 
court  of  quarter  sessions  quashed  it  in  such  a  way  as 
to  leave  it  ambiguous,  and  therefore  to  let  in  evidence 
to  explain  it.  The  appellants  put  in  the  former  deci- 
sion, and  contended  that  it  operated  as  an  estoppeL 
The  sessions  rightly  decided  that  it  was  not  conclusive : 
then  the  obvious  consequence  ought  to  have  been  in 
their  minds,  that  evidence  might  have  been  given  on 
the  one  side,  to  do  away  with  the  former  decision,  and 
on  the  other,  to  shew  that  it  was  conclusive ;  but  the 
sessions  appear  to  have  thought  that  it  was  conclusive 
as  to  being  for  matter  of  form.  In  this  the  sessions 
were  wrong :  but  supposing  them  to  be  wrong,  what  is 
the  effect  of  the  former  decision  ?  This  Court  found 
that  the  decision  proceeded  on  deficiency  of  examina- 
tions, on  a  point  going  to  the  settlement,  and  I  am 
clearly  of  opinion,  that  that  imports  merits ;  it  was  a 
failure  of  proof  before  the  removing  justices.  The 
court  of  quarter  sessions  is  now  strictly  a  court  of 
appeal.  Before  the  stat.  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  the  court 
of  quarter  sessions  was  only  nominally  so,  the  parties 
removing  did  not  trouble  themselves  with  what  had 
passed  before  the  justices,  but  might  have  set  up  any 
other  ground  of  removaL  Now,  however,  it  is  strictly 
a  court  of  appeal,  to  decide  whether  the  justices  below 
have  acted  rightly  in  making  the  order,  though  they 
may  have  new  evidence  in  support  of  the  same  grounds 
of  removal.  Here  the  sessions  could  not  but  see  that 
there  was,  upon  the  examinations,  a  defect  in  evidence 
as  to  a  material  fact — ^it  was  not  stated  that  the  rent 
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1847.         had  been  paid.     The  justices,  in  fact,  had  decided  upon 

TImQukcn     ii^sufficient  evidence;    then  what  could  the   court  of 

,  ^  ^T'       .   quarter  sessions  have  done?      There  is  no  process  of 

Inhabituita  of  .  .         '^ 

Lbios.  nonsuit ;  but  the  quarter  sessions  have  introduced  the 
practice  of  making  an  entry  **  quashed  for  informality/' 
as  an  equivalent  to  a  nonsuit,  and  in  such  case,  this 
Court  will  not  interfere ;  but  if  they  do  not  do  so,  and 
we  see  that  it  was  for  insufficiency  of  examination,  on  a 
point  going  to  the  merits,  then  it  is  conclusive. 

WiGHTMAN,  cT.,  concurred. 

Erle,  J. — The  evidence  shewed  that  the  former 
order  was  quashed  for  insufficiency  of  the  examinations, 
then  evidence  was  admissible  to  expLun  that;  but  if 
unexplained,  the  decisions  shew  that  a  defect  in  state- 
ment of  the  settlement  is  a  defect  in  substance.  In  aU 
cases  where  the  examinations  have  failed  from  verbal 
inaccuracy,  I  think  that  the  sessions  ought  to  enter 
**  Quashed  not  upon  the  merits,"  in  order  that  the  real 
question  may  be  raised. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.— When  the  quarter  sessions 
see  clearly  from  the  evidence  adduced  before  them,  that 
there  has  been  a  verbal  mistake  in  the  examination, 
they  may  make  a  special  entry,  '^  Quashed  not  upon  the 
merits"  though  the  defect  is  on  a  substantial  point. 

Order  quashed. 


END   OF   MICHAELMAS   TERM. 
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(ffotttt  of  ^uttn'si  iSencf). 


MICHAELMAS  VACATION,  1847. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Stainforth.  I>ec.lUL 

ijN  the  trial  of  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  jus-  Where  a  town- 
tices  for  the  West  Riding  of  the  county  of  York,  for  otSJ^^Td 
the  removal  of  William  Moore,  and  Elizabeth  his  wife,  o^e  church- 

.  ^  ^        warden,  a  bind- 

and  their  three  children,  jfirom  the  township  of  Stain-  ing  of  an  ap- 
forth  to  the  township  of  Kirkby  Malham,  both  in  the  churchwarden 
said  Biding,  the  sessions  quashed  the  order,  subject  to  J^^  is  ▼iSid'^" 

the  opinion  of  this  Court,  on  the  following  case : —         ^^^^^  s*  Geo. 

.       .  .  .  3,  c.  107, 8.1. 

The  examinations  on  which  the  said  order  was  made,     EzaminatioDs 

so  far  as  the  same  are  material  to  the  present  case,  were  ™dCTo?re-°  "* 
as  follows :— The  pauper,  William  Moore,  said,  "  I  am  "°y"i  ^*  ^«*  . 

r      r     ^  '    ^     '^  an  mdenture  of 

thirty-two  years  or  thereabouts ;  I  was  married  in  May,  apprenticeship. 
1838,  at  the  parish  church  of  Giggleswick,  in  the  West  recited  an  order 
Siding,  by  bans,  to  my  present  wife,  Elizabeth,  by  whom  Sie  bindtog*^'^ 
I  have  three  children,"  (naming  them).     *^  We  are  now  ^^  **»«  ^^J'- 

...  .  .  ,     *«><*  at  the  foot 

inhabiting  and  residing  in  the  township  of  Stainforth  of  it  was  signed 
in  the  West  Riding,  and  I,  being  poor,  am  not  able  to  j^^  l.,  jasticeg 
support  myself  and  my  family.     My  father  and  mother  -^  the  nding 

(being  the  same 
names  as  those 
of  the  justices  who  were  recited  as  having  made  the  order  for  the  binding),  but  the  order 
for  binding  was  not  set  out,  nor  any  statement  made  of  a  search  for  it : — Held,  1.  That  the 
examinations  were  sufficient,  as  the  recital  in  the  indenture,  certified  by  the  allowance  of 
the  justices,  was  primary  evidence  of  the  order  for  binding ;  and,  2.  That  the  allowance 
was  valid  without  stating  the  justices  to  have  been  acting  **  in  "  the  riding,  inasmuch  as 
the  approval  of  the  binding  being  an  act  personal  to  the  justices  who  make  an  order  for  it, 
the  place  where  the  allowance  is  signed  is  not  material. 

VOL.  m.  P  N.  8.  C. 
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1847.  died  before  I  was  three  years  old,  and  I  was  taken  care 
The  QuBBN  of  by  my  uncle,  William  Kitchen,  who  was  a  farmer  at 
InhabitaotB  of  Wcstside-houses,  in  the  parish  of  Kirkby  Malham,  in  the 
Stainfobth.  West  Eiding.  When  I  was  about  ten  years  of  age, 
being  a  poor  child  belonging  to  the  township  of  Lang- 
cliffe,  in  the  West  Riding,  I  was  bound  apprentice  by 
the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  township  of 
LangclifFe,  to  John  Maugham,  then  of  the  township  of 
Kirkby  Malham,  tailor,  with  the  consent  of  two  justices 
of  the  peace  (one  of  them  being  of  the  quorum)  of  the 
West  Riding,  where  the  said  township  of  Langcliffe,  to 
which  township  I  then  belonged,  and  the  said  township 
of  Kirkby  Malham,  to  which  I  was  bound,  are  situate, 
the  said  township  of  Kirkby  Malham  being  within  a 
reasonable  distance  of  the  said  township  of  LangclifFe, 
by  indenture  bearing  date  the  17th  of  July,  1822, 
from  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  said  indenture  until  I 
should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years.  I  went  into 
the  service  of  the  said  John  Maugham,  under  the  said 
indenture,  immediately  after  the  execution  thereof,  and 
served  him  under  it  for  about  three  years,  and  I  resided 
under  the  said  indenture  under  the  said  John  Maugham 
in  the  said  township  of  Kirkby  Malham,  as  his  appren- 
tice, for  the  said  term  of  three  years.  About  the  end 
of  three  years  from  the  time  of  my  binding,  my  master, 
the  said  John  Maugham,  not  having  any  work,  and  not 
being  able  to  provide  me  with  food  and  clothing,  sent 
me  home  to  my  uncle,  the  said  William  Eatchen,  with 
whom  I  remained  for  many  years  afterwards,  working 
for  him  on  his  farm,  and  never  went  back  to  Maugham, 
or  served  any  further  under  my  indenture.  Shortly 
after  Maugham  sent  me  back  to  my  uncle,  I  went  with 
my  uncle  down  to  the  magistrates'  meeting  at  Gargrave, 
in  the  West  Riding,  where  Maugham  also  went.  Maug- 
ham there  produced  a  copy  or  duplicate  of  my  inden- 
tures, I  cannot  say  which  he  delivered  to  the  justices 
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present ;  and  the  circumstances  being  inquired  into,  it        1847. 
was  agreed  my  apprenticeship  should  be  dissolved,  and    ThTQuBBw 
the  copy  or  duplicate  indenture  which  Maugham  pro-  ?• 

duced  was  given  up  to  my  uncle."  Stainfobth. 

Samuel  Hall  said,  '^  In  1822,  and  for  some  years  be- 
fore and  after  then,  I  was  clerk  to  John  Nicholas  Coul- 
thurst.  Esquire,  and  the  Reverend  Anthony  Lister,  two 
of  the  justices  of  the  peace  of  His  then  Majesty  King 
Greorge  the  Fourth,  then  residing  in  or  near  Grargrave, 
in  the  West  Riding,  and  I  attended  the  petty  sessions 
held  by  them  from  time  to  time  as  their  clerk.  I  have 
looked,  at  the  apprentice  indenture,  hereunto  annexed, 
produced  by  John  Robinson,  constable  of  Langcliffe, 
and  marked  ^A.,'  bearing  date  the  17th  July,  1822; 
such  part  of  the  body  of  that  indenture  as  is  in  writing, 
and  not  in  print,  is  in  my  handwriting ;  I  filled  it  up 
for  the  parties  to  sign,  and  on  the  day  of  the  date  of  the 
said  indenture  I  saw  Richard  Foster,  William  King,  and 
John  Maugham,  the  parties  to  the  said  indenture,  and 
therein  named,  severally  sign  and  deliver  the  said  inden- 
ture as  their  act  and  deed  respectively,  and  I  did  then 
and  there  sign  the  memorandum  at  the  foot  of  the  said 
indenture  as  witness  to  the  signing,  sealing  and  deli- 
vering thereof.  I  swear  that  the  several  names,  'Richard 
Foster,'  *  William  Bang,'  and  *  John  Maugham,'  severally 
subscribed  to  the  said  indenture,  and  the  seals  thereto 
affixed,  are  respectively  the  proper  handwritings  and  seals 
of  the  said  Richard  Foster,  William  King,  and  John 
Maugham,  the  parties  to  the  said  indenture,  and  therein 
mentioned,  and  the  signature  S.  Hall,  subscribed  to  the 
said  memorandum  of  ^testation,  is  my  proper  hand- 
writings and  the  signatures  *J.  N.  Coulthurst,'  and 
'  Anth.  Lister,'  subscribed  to  the  consent  to  the  putting 
forth  of  the  said  William  Moore  as  an  apprentice,  bear- 
ing date  the  16th  of  July,  1822,  written  and  printed  at 
the  foot  of  the  said  indenture,  are  the  proper  handwriting 

f2 
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1847.        of  the  said  John  N.  Coulthurst  and  Anthony  Listen 
-^""^'""^      two  of  His  then  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  for  the 

»•  West  Riding,  who  signed  the  same  in  my  presence." 

Stainforth.  RichardFoster  said,  "I  was  churchwarden  of  the  town- 
ship of  Langcliffe,  in  the  West  Riding,  and  William 
King,  of  Langcliffe,  was  one  of  the  overseers  from  the 
spring  of  1822  to  the  spring  of  1823;  and  during  the 
month  of  July,  1822,  the  indenture  of  apprenticeship 
marked  *A.,'  now  produced  by  John  Robinson,  was 
signed  and  sealed  and  delivered  by  us,  on  the  day  of  the 
date  thereof^  as  such  churchwarden  and  overseer." 

John  Robinson  said,  **  I  am  one  of  the  constables  of 
the  township  of  Langcliffe,  in  the  West  Riding,  and  a 
farmer  in  that  township.  In  consequence  of  the  settle- 
ment of  the  pauper,  William  Moore,  being  in  question, 
I  searched  the  township  chest  of  the  said  township  con- 
taining the  documents  belonging  to  the  township  officers 
of  Langcliffe,  and  relating  to  the  township,  and  there 
found  the  indenture  of  apprenticeship,  bearing  date  the 
17th  of  July,  1822,  which  I  now  produce,  and  which  is 
marked  with  the  letter  '  A.'  The  township  chest  is 
kept  at  the  house  of  William  Clayton,  Esq.,  who  resides 
and  is  a  ratepayer  in  the  said  township  of  Langcliffe, 
where  it  is  deposited  by  the  overseers  for  safe  custody." 

Copy  Apprentice  Indenture. 
«  A." 
This  indenture  made  the  17th  of  July,  a.d.  1822, 
witnesseth  that  Richard  Foster,  churchwarden  of  the 
township  of  Langcliffe,  in  the  West  Riding  of  the  county 
of  York,  and  William  King,  overseer  of  the  poor  of  the 
said  township,  by  and  with  the  consent  of  His  Majesty's 
justices  of  the  peace  for  the  said  Riding,  whose  names 
are  hereunto  subscribed,  and  by  virtue  and  in  pursuance 
of  an  order  in  writing  made  by  and  under  the  seals  of 
Anthony  Lister,  clerk,  and  John  Nicholas  Coulthurst, 
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Esq.y  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  Riding,         i847. 
in  pursuance  of  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  pro-    ^ie  Queen 
vided,  and  bearing  date  the  16  th  of  July  instant,  have    ,,,*'• 

Inhabitants  of 

put  and  placed,  and  by  these  presents  do  put  and  place  Stainfobth. 
William  Moore,  aged  10  years,  or  thereabouts,  a  poor 
child  of  the  said  township  of  Langdiffe,  apprentice  to 
John  Maugham^  of  Elrkby  Malham,  with  him  to  dweE 
and  serve  irom  the  day  of  the  date  of  these  presents  until 
the  said  apprentice  shall  come  to  the  age  of  twenty-one, 
according  to  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided, 
during  all  which  term  the  said  apprentice  his  said  master 
faithfully  shall  serve  in  all  lawful  business  according  to 
his  power,  wit,  and  ability,  and  honestly,  orderly,  and 
obediently  in  all  things  demean  and  behave  himself  to^ 
wards  his  said  master  and  all  his  during  the  said  term; 
and  the  said  John  Maugham  for  himself^  his  executors 
and  administrators,  doth  covenant  and  grant  to  and  with 
the  said  churchwardens  and  overseers,  and  every  of  them, 
their  and  every  of  their  executors  and  administrators, 
and  their  and  every  of  their  successors  for  the  lime  being, 
by  these  presents,  that  the  said  William  Moore  the  said 
apprentice,  in  the  art,  trade,  or  mystery  of  a  tailor, 
shall  and  will  teach  and  instruct,  or  cause  to  be  taught 
and  instructed,  in  the  best  way  and  manner  that  he  can^ 
and  shall  and  will  during  all  the  term  aforesaid  find, 
provide,  and  allow  unto  the  said  apprentice  such  compe- 
tent and  sufficient  meat,  drink,  apparel,  lodgings,  wash- 
ing, and  other  things  necessary  and  fit  for  an  apprentice; 
provided  always  that  the  said  last-mentioned  covenant 
on  the  part  of  the  said  John  Maugham,  his  executors 
and  administrators,  to  be  done  and  performed,  shall  con- 
tinue and  be  in  force  for  no  longer  term  than  for  three 
calendar  months  next  after  the  death  of  the  said  John 
Maugham,  in  case  he  the  sidd  John  Maugham  shall  hap- 
pen to  die  dunng  the  continuance  of  such  apprenticeship. 
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1847.         according  to  the  provisions  of  an  act  passed  in  the  32nd 

lie  QusBN    y^^  ^^  ^^^  reign  of  King  George  the  Third,  intituled 

,  .  ,  5-       ,    "  An  Act  for  the  further  res^ilations  of  Parish  Appren- 

Inhabitants  of      ,  .  . 

STAunroRTH.  tices;"  and  also  shall  and  will  so  provide  for  the  said 
apprentice  that  he  be  not  any  way  a  charge  to  the  said 
township  of  Langcliffe,  or  parishioners  of  the  same,  but 
of  and  from  all  charge  shall  and  will  save  the  said  town* 
ship  harmless  and  indemnified  during  the  said  term.  In 
witness  whereof  the  parties  above  said  to  these  present 
indentures  interchangeably  have  set  their  hands  and  seals, 
the  day  and  year  first  above  written. 

We  whose  navies  are  here-^ 
under  written,  justices  of  the 
peace  of  the  Biding  '^aforesaid," 
(whereof  one  is  of  the  quorum), 
do  consent  to  the  putting  forth 
William  Moore  an  apprentice 
according  to  the  intent  and 
meaningof  this  indenture,  anddo 
sign  this  our  allowance  of  such 
indenture  of  apprenticeship  be- 
fore the  same  hath  been  exe- 
cuted by  any  of  the  other  par- 
ties thereto,  in  pursuance  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and ) 
provided.  Dated  this  16th  day 
of  July,  A.D.  1822. 

j.  n.  coulthurst. 
Anthony  Lister. 

Sealed  and  delivered  in  the  presence  of 

S.  Hall. 

This  is  the  apprentice  indenture  marked  "  A.,"  re- 
ferred to  in  the  several  examinations  of  William  Moore, 
John   Robinson,   Samuel   Hall,    and  Richard  Foster, 


RichabdFoster  ^  ^  V 
WiLLL/iM  King  (l.  s.). 
John  Maugham  (l.8.). 
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hereunto  annexed,  and  sworn  before  us  the  10th  day  of       1847. 

March,  1845.  The  Qubbn 

Thomas  Ingleby,  i^runts  of 

Thomas  Birkbbck,  Stainforth. 

Two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the 
peace  in  and  for  the  West  Biding 
of  the  county  of  York. 

1st.  At  the  trial  of  the  appeal  the  appellants  first 
objected  under  the  grounds  of  appeal,  which  raised  the 
objection,  that  the  examinations  were  bad,  inasmuch  as 
it  did  not  therein  appear  that  the  binding  of  the  pauper 
apprentice  was  by  proper  officers  of  the  township  of 
Laugcliffe,  or  that  such  binding  was  by  a  proper  and 
sufficient  number  of  such  proper  officers.  The  sessions 
overruled  the  objection,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this 
Court.  The  appellants  secondly  objected,  that  the  ex- 
aminations were  bad,  inasmuch  as  they  did  not  shew,  that 
preyious  to  the  making  of  the  said  indenture  any  order 
of  justices  had  been  made  that  the  overseer  or  overseers 
of  the  place  to  which  the  sfdd  William  Moore  belonged 
should  be  at  liberty  to  bind  him  apprentice;  or,  if  any 
evidence  of  such  order  was  set  forth  in  the  said  examina- 
tions, it  was  secondary  evidence  improperly  admitted  by 
the  justices  who  made  the  order  appealed  agsanst,  no 
evidence  having  been  given  before  them  to  account  for 
the  non-production  before  them  of  the  said  order  of 
binding.  The  sessions  overruled  the  last-mentioned 
objection,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court. 

The  appellants  thirdly  objecte^d,  that  the  allowance  of 
the  indenture  was  bad  on  the  face  of  it,  inasmuch  as  it 
did  not  shew  that  it  was  made  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  justices  who  made  it.  The  sessions  held  the  last- 
mentioned  objection  to  be  fatal,  subject  to  the  opinion  of 
this  Court. . 
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1847.  I^  ^^8  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  any  one  of 

x^^'^^jj  these  three  objections  is  a  valid  one,  then  the  order  of 

^'  sessions  is  to  be  confirmed;  otherwise  the  order  of  ses- 

Inhabitants  of  .          , 

Stainforth.  sions  is  to  be  quashed,  and  the  order  of  the  justices  to 
be  confirmed. 


J.  T.  Inffham  (Hall  was  with  him)  for  the  appellants  (a). 
— There  are  three  questions  for  the  Court  to  decide ; 
first,  whether  the  binding  of  the  pauper  as  an  apprentice 
was  by  proper  persons,  and  by  a  proper  number  of  them  ; 
secondly,  whether  evidence  of  an  order  of  justices  for 
binding  out  the  pauper  was  properly  received  by  the  re- 
moving justices ;  lastly,  whether  the  allowance  of  the 
binding  by  two  justices  appears  to  have  been  made  in  a 
proper  place,  and  sufficiently  shews  their  jurisdiction  in 
that  respect. 

As  to  the  first  point. — The  binding  of  the  pauper, 
which  was  in  1822,  was  by  one  churchwarden  and  one 
overseer  of  the  township  where  he  lived ;  but,  as  it  has 
been  decided  that  a  churchwarden  is  not,  by  virtue  of 
his  office,  an  overseer  of  the  poor,  within  the  limits  of  a 
township.  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  the  North  Riding  of 
Yorkshire  {b\  and  that,  in  binding  an  apprentice  by  the 
overseers  of  a  township,  the  churchwardens  of  the  parish 
need  not  join.  Rex  v.  Nantwich  (c),  the  binding  in  this 
case  may  be  considered  to  have  been  by  the  overseers 
only;  and  the  question  therefore  is  raised,  whether 
one  overseer  alone  can  bind.  It  is  submitted  that  he 
cannot.  The  13  &  14  Car.  2,  c  12,  s.  21,  enacts,  that, 
in  the  townships  therein  specified,  two  or  more  overseers 
shall  be  appointed,  who  shall  execute  all  powers  for  the 
necessary  relief  of  the  poor,  as  limited  and  mentioned  in 

(a)  June  5th,    before   Lord        {b)  6  A.  &  E.  863. 
Dmman,  C.  J.,  Pattesan,  Cole-        (c)  16  East,  228. 
ridge,  aud  Erie,  Js. 
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and  by  the  43  EUz.  c.  2,  and  the  power  to  bind  appren-        1347. 
tices  is  one  of  those.     By  the  fifth  sect,  of  the  43  Eliz.     xheQuBBN 
c  2,  the  power  to  bind  apprentices  is   given  to  the  ?• 

Inh&bit&nts  of 

'^said  churchwardens  and  overseers,  or  the  greater  part  St^linfobth. 
of  them ; "  and  a  reference  to  the  first  section  of  that  act 
shews  what  is  meant  by  the  word  "  said,"  namely,  "  the 
churchwardens,  and  four,  three,  or  two  overseers."  Upon 
the  words  of  these  statutes,  therefore,  the  power  of  bind- 
ing apprentices  cannot  be  executed  where  the  number 
of  overseers  has  been  reduced  below  two.  No  autho- 
rity has  decided  this  point  one  way  or  the  other.  The 
17  Greo.  2,  c  38,  s.  3,  was  probably  passed  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obviating  the  inconvenience  which  might  result 
from  such  a  state  of  the  law.  Neither  can  it  be  con- 
tended, on  the  other  side,  that,  as  the  indenture  has  been 
allowed  by  justices,  it  must  be  presumed  to  have  been 
executed  by  all  the  overseers  surviving  at  the  time  of 
its  date,  under  the  authority  of  Rex  v.  Hinckley  (a),  and 
Bex  V.  Catesby(b)i  for  Foster,  in  his  examination, 
states,  that  there  were  two  overseers  of  Langcliffe  during 
the  month  of  July  1822,  and  consequently  no  such  pre- 
sumption can  arise.  Secondly,  the  examinations  are 
bad,  because  they  do  not  shew  any  order  of  justices  for 
the  binding,  nor  that  any  such  was  produced  before  the 
removing  justices.  That  ought  to  have  appeared,  as  the 
indenture  was  made  after  the  passing  of  the  56  Geo.  3, 
c.  139,  which,  by  sections  one  and  five,  provides  that  no 
parish  apprentice  shall  gain  a  settlement  unless  an  order 
of  two  justices  for  his  binding  shall  have  been  duly  ob- 
tained :  Begina  v.  Chiswich  (c).  It  is  true,  that  such  an 
order  is  referred  to  in  the  indenture  itself,  but  that  is 
not  sufficient ;  such  a  recital  would  afford  no  proof  to 

(a)  12  East,  361.  {h)  2  B.  &  C.  814. 

(c)  1  New  Sees.  Cas.  117. 
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1847.         the  justices  who  made  the  order  of  removal,  that  the 
The  QuBBN     o^<l6^  ^'^^  binding  had  in  fact  been  made.     Regina  v. 
-^?-  East  StonehoiLse  (a)  is  a  direct  authority.     There  the 

Stainforth.  same  point  arose,  and  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  in  ^ying 
judgment,  says,  "  Of  these  two  &cts  the  latter  (namely 
the  allowance)  is  quite  without  weight  in  helping  to 
the  inference,"  (as  to  the  existence  of  the  order  for 
binding) ;  "  and  it  would  be  carrying  the  presumption 
that  all  things  have  been  rightly  done  as  required  much 
farther  than  reason  or  authority  warrants."  Although, 
under  the  56  Geo.  3,  a  139,  s.  1,  the  justices  who  allow  ^ 
an  indenture  must  be  the  same  as  those  who  make 
the  order  for  the  binding,  yet  no  presumption  arises 
from  the  fact  of  allowance  as  to  the  existence  of  an  or- 
der for  the  binding,  because  the  presumption  applies  only 
to  persons  and  courts  acting  within  the  scope  of  their 
jurisdiction ;  and  no  justices  could  have  jurisdiction  to 
allow  an  indenture,  unless  there  had  been  a  previous 
order  for  the  binding.  The  proof  of  such  order  for  the 
binding  is,  therefore,  the  foundation  of  every  presump- 
tion tha^  can  be  made,  and  it  is  ai^uing  in  a  circle  to 
say,  thftt  it  may  itself  be  presumed. 

Thirdly,  the  allowance  of  the  binding  by  the  justices 
does  not  appear  to  have  been  made  at  a  place  within 
their  jurisdiction ;  it  only  states,  that  they  were  justices 
"for  the  West  Riding."  This  is  a  judicial  act,  Rex  v. 
Hamstatt  Ridware  (A),  and  all  judicial  acts,  whether  they 
be  orders  of  justices,  convictions,  warrants,  or  examina- 
tions of  paupers,  must  shew  upon  the  face  of  them  the 
authority  by  which  they  are  made.  Regina  v.  Stocktan(c) 
is  an  example  of  the  strictness  required  in  this  respect. 
•  It  is  also  the  execution  of  a  special  statutory  power. 


(a)  2  New  Sess.  Cas.  588.  (b)  Q  T.  R.  880. 

(c)  2  New  Sess.  Cas.  16. 
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and  the  remarks  of  Lord  EUeviboroughy  in  Rex  v.  Ails^         1347. 
irey  (a),  apply.     He  says,  "  It  is  a  general  principle  of    'j^Tqubbn 
law,  that,  whenever  a  power  is  given  to  any  particular  y* 

,  .  .  Inhabitants  of 

persons  to  do  any  written  act  m  any  particular  maimer,    Sf  ainfobth. 
or  under  certain  peculiar  circumstances,  whether  it  be 
parish  officers  or  magistrates,"  ^^  their  authority  must 
appear  on  the  instrument  itself." 

Pcuhiey  and  Pickering^  contr^ — The  justices,  who 
appear  in  the  indenture  to  have  made  an  order  for  the 
binding,  are  stated  to  have  been  justices  acting  ^^  in  and 
for"  the  West  Biding;  and,  as  the  same  names  are 
signed  to  the  allowance,  it  will  be  inferred  that  the  per- 
sons were  the  same,  Regina  v.  Ashburton  (A),  and  then  ^ 
their  jurisdiction  appears.  In  Regina  v.  Stockton  (c)  an 
order  of  removal  was  held  bad,  because  it  did  not  shew 
that  the  complaint  was  made  to  the  justices  within  their 
jurisdiction;  that  may  be  considered  as  analogous  to 
the  order  for  binding,  as  each  is  the  commencement  of 
the  proceedings  in  each  case,  and,  consequently,  the 
order  for  binding  must,  no  doubt,  make  the  jurisdiction 
fully  appear ;  but  the  same  strictness  may  be  unneces- 
sary in  a  proceeding  by  the  same  parties  at  a  subsequent 
stage.  In  Rex  v.  Cauntestkarpe  (</),  the  same  objection 
might  have  been  taken  to  an  indenture,  as  the  justices 
were  there  stated  to  have  beea  '^justices  of  the  peace 
for  the  said  county  dwelling  in  or  near  the  said  parish," 
and  yet  the  indenture  was  held  good ;  and  Rex  v.  St* 
Maryy  Leicester  (e),  was  a  similar  case. 

The  allowance  is  not  to  be  looked  at  alone,  but  in 
connection  with  the  other  documents :  besides,  it  pur- 
ports to  have  been  made  "  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  in 

(a)  6  M.  &  S.  324.  (d)  2  B.  &  Ad.  487. 

(b)  2  New  Sess.  Cos.  316.  (c)  1  B.  &  Aid.  327. 

(c)  Ibid.  16. 
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1847.  that  case  made  and  provided ;"  and  in  Bex  v.  Farring- 
The  QuBBN  ^fo»(^)>  where  equivalent  words  were  used  by  justices  in 
I  hab'taiitB  f  ^^P*^  Xheit  allowance  of  a  certificate  of  settlement, 
Stainfobth.  BuUer,  J.,  says,  "  In  this  case  they  have  allowed  the 
certificate,  saying,  *  being  first  proved  to  be  duly  exe- 
cuted as  the  statute  in  that  case  directs  and  appoints.' 
We  cannot  deny  credit  to  the  magistrates  in  the  execu- 
tion of  that  trust  which  the  Legislature  has  reposed 
in  them."  [^Coleridge,  J.  —  That  was  a  question  of 
jurisdiction.]  The  certificate  there  was  held  good; 
and  if  the  jurisdiction  in  this  case  be  granted,  then  we 
contend  the  justices  acted  properly.  The  allowance, 
however,  of  the  binding,  after  the  order  for  it  has  been 
made,  is,  since  the  passing  of  the  56  Geo.  3,  c.  139, 
a  ministerial  act.  Before  that  statute,  it  was,  no  doubt, 
judicial.  Rex  v.  HamstaU  Ridware{h)y  but  now  it  is 
the  order  for  binding  which  is  judicial,  and  the  allow- 
ance a  mere  form.  It  seems  dear  that  ministerial  acts 
may  be  done  by  justices  out  of  their  county.  [Lord 
Denman,  C.  J. — Have  you  any  authority  for  that?] 
Yes ;  HeUer  v.  TTie  Hundred  of  Benhurst^c)  is  an  au- 
thority. And  in  Comyns'  Digest,  tit.  "  Justice  of  the 
Peace,"  (B.  1),  it  is  laid  down  thus:  "  But  a  mere  exa- 
mination, if  he  exercise  no  jurisdiction,  he  may  take, 
being  out  of  his  precinct."  \_Coleridff€y  J. — That  passage 
refers  to  Cro.  Car.  213;  and  there  the  argument  was, 
that  the  character  of  justice  was  merely  matter  of  de- 
scription.] Assuming,  however,  this  to  be  a  judicial 
act,  there  is  no  authority  for  saying  that  it  is  such  a 
one  as  must  shew  jurisdiction  upon  the  face  of  it,  to 
the  extent  contended  for  on  the  other  side;  indeed, 
there  are  cases  to  the  contrary :  Regina  v.  Silkstone(c[), 

(a)  2  T.  R.  472.  (c)  Cro.  Car.  211. 

(b)  3  T.  R.  380.  {d)  2  Q,.  B.  R.  620. 
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Tayhr  v.   Ckmsan  {a),  Sex  v-   Verelst  (ft).     The  rule         1847. 
that  no  presumption  can  be  made  in  favour  of  juris-     j^  Quun 
diction,  is  confined  to  those  cases  where  an  indictment   ,  ^  ^?' 
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will  lie  for  non-performance  of  an  act  ordered  to  be    Stainforth. 

done;  whereas  the  56  Geo.  3,  c  139,  s.  1,  only  enacts, 

that,  afler  the  order  for  binding  has  been  delivered  to 

the  overseers,  they  shall  be  at  liberty  to  bind — not  that 

they  shall  be  compelled  to  do  so.     Parol  evidence  may 

be  received;  and  it  has  been  proved  in  this  case  that 

the  allowance  was  in  fact  made  in  the  Biding. 

As  to  the  second  objection,  that  there  was  no  legal 
evidence  before  the  removing  justices  of  the  order  for 
binding — Regina  v.  East  Sttmehouse  {c\  quoted  on  the 
other  side,  is  distinguishable,  as  there  the  indenture  had 
been  lost;  and  there  was  no  ground  for  presuming  that 
the  justices  who  allowed  the  binding  were  the  same  as 
those  who  made  an  order  for  it.  Rex  v.  Whistcn  {d)  and 
Rex  V.  Whitney  (e)  shew  the  general  rule,  that,  where 
a  duty  is  performed  by  a  public  officer,  he  is  presumed 
to  have  discharged  it  rightly.  Here  the  act  of  Parlia- 
ment casts  upon  the  justices  the  duty  of  taking  care, 
before  they  allow  an  indenture,  that  it  shall  refer  to  the 
order  for  binding.  The  intention  of  the  Legislature  in 
requiring  that  may  have  been  to  raise  the  presumption 
of  the  existence  of  such  an  order,  without  producing 
!  it  in  evidence. 

Lastly,  as  to  the  objection,  that  the  indenture  does 
not  appear  to  have  been  executed  by  the  proper  officers. 
Rex  V.  Hinckley  (/)  is  an  answer.  In  that  case,  an  in- 
denture had  been  executed  by  one  churchwarden  and 
one  overseer ;  and  it  was  held,  that,  in  the  absence  of 
any  evidence  to  the  contrary,  it  was  to  be  presumed  that 

(a)  2  Q.  B.  R.  978.  {d)  4  A.  &  £.  607. 

(6)  «*)  Camp.  432.  (e)  5  A.  &  £.  10]. 

(c)  2  New  Seas.  Cas.  588.  (/}  12  East,  361. 
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1847.         ^^^7  constituted  a  majority  of  the  parish  officers,  and 

fj^^'^^N     ^^**  ^®  execution  was,  therefore,  good.     [Coleridge^  J. 

V,  —Was  the  13  &  14  Car.  2,  c  12,  referred  to  in  that 
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Stainfobth.  case?]  Yes;  and  the  same  principle  is  recognised  in 
Rex  V.  Earl  ShUton  (a\  Rex  v.  Catesby  (i),  and  Rex  v. 
St,  Margarefs^  Leicester  {c),  [^Coleridge,  J. —  Still  Rex 
y.  Hie  Justices  of  the  North  Riding  (d )  shews  that  the 
churchwarden  is  not  an  overseer  in  a  township.]  That 
difficulty  is  met  by  54  Geo.  3,  c  107,  ss.  1  and  2,  which 
provides  that  the  execution  of  an  indenture  of  appren- 
ticeship by  a  churchwarden  or  chapelwarden  of  a  town- 
ship maintaining  its  own  poor,  although  sworn  in  as 
churchwardens  of  the  parish,  shall  be  deemed  as  valid 
as  if  they  had  been  sworn  in  as  churchwardens  of  the 

township. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J-,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court. — In  this  case  the  first  objection  of  the  appel- 
lants was,  that  the  binding  by  an  officer,  stated  to  be 
churchwarden  of  a  township,  and  by  one  of  two- over- 
seers, was  not  a  binding  by  a  majority  of  the  overseers, 
as  the  churchwarden  of  a  township  is  not  for  all  pur- 
poses an  overseer  of  it ;  but  a  sufficient  answer  to  this 
objection  is  to  be  found  in  the  54  Geo.  3,  c.  107,  s.  2, 
which  makes  indentures  by  the  major  part  of  the  over- 
seers and  persons  acting  as  churchwardens  of  a  town- 
ship, as  valid  as  indentures  by  the  major  part  of  the 
overseers  and  churchwardens  of  a  parish.  Upon  this 
point  we  think  the  sessions  were  right. 

The  second  objection  of  the  appellants  waa,  that  the 
examinations  were  bad  in  not  shewing  the  original  order 
for  binding  or  a  search  for  it,  so  as  to  make  secondary 

fa)  1  B.  &  Aid.  275.  (c)  2  B.  &  AW.  200. . 

(b)  2  B.  &  C.  814.  {d)  6  A.  &  E.  863. 
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evidence  of  it  admissible;  but  we  concur  with  the  ses-         1847. 
sions  in  deciding  against  the  objection.     The  recital  of    The  Quben 
the  order  in  the  indenture,  certified  by  the  allowance  of  ^* 

.     .  .  Inhabitants  of 

the  justices,  is,  in  our  judgment,  admissible  as  primary    Stainforth. 
evidence  of  the  order.     It  is  made  in  discharge  of  a  duty 
imposed  by  56  Gea  3,  c.  139,  s.  1,  and  imposed  pro- 
bably for  the  purpose  of  making  evidence  of  the  order. 

The  third  objection  was,  that  the  allowance  by  the 
justices  was  void^  because  it  was  not  stated  to  be  by 
justices  **  in  "  the  West  Hiding,  but  only  by  justices 
*^  for  ''it.  A  rule  has  been  oflen  recognised  in  respect 
of  proceedings  by  magistrates,  requiring  all  the  facts  to 
be  stated  which  are  necessary  to  shew  that  a  tribunal  has 
been  lawfully  constituted,  and  has  jurisdiction*  There 
is  good  reason  for  the  rule  where  a  special  authority  is 
exercised  which  is  out  of  the  ordinary  course  of  common 
law,  and  is  confined  to  a  limited  locality,  as  in  the  case 
either  of  warrants  for  arrest,  commitment,  or  distress,  or 
of  convictions,  or  orders  by  local  magistrates.  Where 
the  duty  of  promptly  enforcing  the  instrument  is  cast 
on  officers  of  the  law,  and  the  duty  of  unhesitating  sub- 
mission on  those  who  are  to  obey,  it  is  requisite  that  the 
instrument  so  to  be  enforced  and  obeyed,  should  shew, 
on  inspection,  all  the  essentials  from  which  such  duties 
arise.  But  a  certificate  that  an  indenture  is  in  pursu- 
ance of  an  order  for  binding,  has  none  of  these  incidents : 
efiect  is  ^ven  to  it  without  resort  to  the  powers  and 
duties  above  described,  and  the  reason  for  an  exact  state- 
ment of  all  particulars  on  the  instrument  itself  ceases. 
In  respect  of  such  an  instrument,  the  ordinary  maxim 
for  construing  in  favour  of  validity  may  well  be  applied : 
the  ordinary  power  of  proving  by  extrinsic  evidence 
essential  facts  not  expressed  in  the  writing  may  be  ex- 
ercised, and  as  the  act  of  approval  is  personal  to  the 
magistrates  who  make  the  order  for  binding,  the  place 
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1847.  where  the  approval  is  signed  appears  to  be  immaterial. 
The  QuKiN  -^  ^*  ^'  Austrey  (a),  the  language  of  the  Court,  over- 
I  b  b'ta  ti  f  ^^^^*^"^  *^  objection  to  the  allowance  by  two  justices  of 
Stainforth.  a  pauper's  certificate,  because  the  parish  lay  in  two 
counties,  and  they  were  justices  for  one  only,  supports 
the  view  here  taken :  '^the  allowance  of  a  certificate  by 
the  justices  is  not,  like  the  removal  of  a  pauper,  strictly 
an  act  of  jurisdiction  ;  although  the  justices  have  a  dis- 
cretionary power  to  refuse  or  allow  a  certificate,  yet  the 
allowance  is  merely  a  voucher  that  credence  is  due  to 
the  acknowledgment  of  the  parish  officers :  for  that  pur- 
pose the  justice  of  either  county  might  be  supposed  to 
have  a  competent  knowledge  of  the  parties."  Where  it 
appeared  that  the  examination  of  a  person  robbed  in 
Berkshire  had  been  taken  by  a  magistrate  of  Berks  in 
the  Temple,  it  was  held  valid  by  the  judges  of  all  the 
courts,  on  the  ground  that  the  statute  did  not  direct  any 
act  of  jurisdiction,  but  gave  a  direction  as  to  the  persons 
who  should  take  an  examination ;  and  it  was  said  there 
was  this  difierence,  where  a  justice  doth  an  act  to  compel 
another  to  perform,  as  to  imprison  any  for  non-perform- 
ance, or  to  command  one  for  any  offence  to  be  impri- 
soned, such  acts  cannot  be  done  in  any  place  but  where 
the  jurisdiction  extends,  but  informations  and  some  re- 
cognisances may  be  taken  out  of  the  coimty :  HeJier  v. 
The  Hundred  of  Benhurst(b).  The  examination,  under 
the  Mutiny  Act,  of  a  soldier,  as  to  his  settlement,  is  an- 
other instrument  of  the  same  class.  It  is  essential  to  its 
validity,  that  the  soldier  should  be  quartered  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  magistrates  taking  it ;  but  the  judges 
who  rejected  an  examination  for  a  defect  on  this  point, 
both  express  themselves  to  the  effect,  that  that  essential 
fact  might  be  added  by  evidence  aliunde ;  and  it  follows 
that,  in  their  opinion,  it  was  not  necessary  to  expressly 

(a)  6  M.  &  S.  319,  321.  (b)  Cro.  Car.  211,  213. 


MICHAELMAS  VACATION,  10  VICT.  69 

state  it  in  the  instrument:  Rex  y.  All  Saints,  Souths        3847. 
a7ttpton{a).     Where  the  jurat  of  a  retimi  under  the    jjie  Qukbn 
Bankers'  Act,  7  Geo.  4,  c.  46,  s.  5,  which  should  be  veri-  ,  ,  ,  *• 
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fied  on  oath  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  purported  to  be  Stainforth. 
made  before  A.  B.,  without  stating  him  to  be  a  justice  of 
the  peace,  but  extrinsic  evidence  of  this  fact  was  given, 
theCourtheldtheretumvalid:  Bosanquetv,  Woodford(b). 
Many  inquisitions  before  sheriffs  and  others,  under  rail- 
way and  other  acts,  have  been  attempted  to  be  impeached 
upon  the  rule  above  referred  to,  and  have  been  decided 
to  be  valid,  although  essential  facts  were  not  expressly 
stated.  The  Courts  have  not  gone  upon  the  distinction 
between  inquisitions,  which  are  in  effect  certificates  of 
value,  and  judicial  orders ;  but  these  cases  may  well  be 
referred  to,  as  shewing  the  necessity  for  distinguishing 
between  instruments  which  differ  so  much  in  their  na- 
ture :  Doe  d.  Payne  v.  The  Bristol  and  Exeter  Railway 
Company  {c\  Reg,  v.  The  Trustees  of  Swansea  Har^ 
hoar  (d),  Taylor  v.  Clemson  (e).  Upon  the  whole,  we 
come  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  allowance  which  was 
valid  in  fact,  is  not  void  on  account  of  the  form  in  which 
it  is  expressed,  and  that  the  sessions  are  wrong  in  this 
respect.  Their  order  therefore  is  quashed,  and  the 
original  order,  confirmed. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed  (/). 

(a)  7  B.  &  C.  786.  (d)  8  A.  &  E.  439. 

lb)  5  Q.  B.  R.  310.  (c)  II  CI.  &  Fin.  610. 

(c)  6  M.  &  W.  320.  (/)  See  next  case. 
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Jan.  16th.         "^^^  QuEEN  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Macclesfield. 

A  pauper  was  WN  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  for  the  re- 
alleged settle-  moval  of  Ann*Holdinff,  widow  of  WiDiam  Holding,  and 
hiSand  by  ap-  ^^^  ^^^^  children,  from  the  township  of  Macclesfield,  in 
prenticcship,  the  borough  of  Macclcsficld,  to  the  parish  or  township  of 

from  M.  to  T.,    rn     t  i  -i    ..,    i    i  •         i  /»  t 

both  in  the  Todmorden  and  W alsden,  m  the  county  of  Liancaster, 
^ter^  °T.  "  ^®  sessions  quashed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of 
appealed,  and     ^his  Court  on  the  following  case  :— 

on  the  tnal  of  ° 

the  appeal  an  The  respondents  relied  upon  a  settlement  gained  by 
apprenticeship,  the  Said  William  Holding  in  the  appellant  township,  by 
m^t^a^d"^"  apprenticeship  as  a  parish  apprentice,  bound  by  the 
aUowcd  by  two   parish  officers  of  Stansfidd,  in  the  West  Bidimr  of  the 

justices  of.  the        ^  /•  ^r      ^  -1X1  i^i  1  •1-I. 

countyof  York,  county  of  York,  With  John  Crabtree,  who  resided  in 

out  £  the  chest  ^^^  appellant  township,  in  the  said  county  of  Lancaster. 

Sbe^o^of^  On  behalf  of  the  respondents,  it  was  proved,  that  John 

York,  out  of  Crabtree,  before  and  on  the  12th  day  of  September,  1822, 

which  the  hus- 
band had  been    (being  the  date  of  the  indenture  hereinafter  mentioned), 

and^itwas  '  ^^  residing  in  the  appellant  township,  that  he  con- 
proved  that  he    tinned  to  reside  in  the  appellant  township  for  about 

served  his  maa-  ^        *^*  ^ 

ter  as  an  ap.      three  years  after  the  said  12th  day  of  September,  1822 ; 

prentice  there 
for  three  years ; 

but  no  indenture  executed  by  the  parish  officers  and  allowed  by  the  justices,  pursuant  to 
Stat.  56  Geo.  3,  c.  139,  was  proved.  The  sessions  held,  that  there  was  not  sufficient  evi- 
dence to  raise  a  presumption  of  the  allowance  of  the  indenture  by  justices  of  the  county  of 
Lancaster,  and  quashed  the  order: — Held,  that  this  Court  would  not  interfere  with  the 
decision  of  the  sessions. 
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and  then,  that  he  and  his  family  went  to  America,  and 
had  not  since  been  heard  of.  The  said  Ann  Holding 
also  proved  that  her  husband,  William  Holding,  died  in 
October  1845,  and  that  she  had  never  seen  any  inden- 
ture of  apprenticeship  of  his.  No  indenture,  executed 
by  parish  officers,  and  allowed  by  the  justices,  pursuant 
to  Stat  56  Geo.  3,  c.  139  (a),  was  proved,  so  as  to  raise 
a  presumption  of  such  indenture  having  been  executed 
and  allowed.     An  order  of  justices,  made  for  putting 


(a)  Sect.  2  enacts,  that  in 
all  cases  where  the  residence 
or  estahlishment  of  business  of 
the  person  or  persons  to  whom 
any  child  shall  be  bound  shall 
be  within  a  di£ferent  county  or 
jurisdiction  of  the  peace  from 
that  within  which  the  place  by 
the  officers  whereof  such  child 
shall  be  bound  shall  be  situ- 
ated, &c.,  every  indenture  by 
which  such  child  shall  be  bound, 
at  any  time  after  the  said  Ist 
October,  shall  be  allowed  as 
well  by  two  justices  of  the 
peace  for  the  county  or  district 
within  which  the  place  by  the 
officers  of  which  such  child 
shall  be  bound  shall  be  situated, 
as  by  two  justices  of  the  peace 
for  the  county  or  district  within 
which  the  place  shall  be  situ- 
ated wherein  such  child  shall 
be  intended  to  serre ;  and  notice 
shall  be  given  to  the  overseers 
of  the  poor  of  the  parish  or  place 
in  which  such  child  shall  be 
intended  to  serve  an  apprentice- 
ship, before  any  justice  of  the 
peace  for  the  county  or  district 
within  which  such  parish  or 
place  shall  be,  shall  allow  such 
indenture,  and  such  notice  shall 
be  proved  before  such  justice 


shall  sign  such  indenture,  un- 
less one  of  such  overseers  shall 
attend  such  justice  and  admit 
such  notice. 

Sect.  5  enacts,  that  no  settle- 
ment shall  be  gained  by  any 
child  who  shall  be  bound  by 
the  officers  of  any  parish,  town- 
ship or  place  by  reason  of  such 
apprenticeship,  unless  such 
order  shall  be  made,  and  such 
allowances  of  such  indenture  of 
apprenticeship  shall  be  signed 
as  hereinbefore  directed. 

Sect.  6  enacts,  that  in  case 
any  overseer  or  overseers  shall 
bind  an  apprentice  to  any  per- 
son or  persons  without  having 
obtained  such  order  and  such 
allowances  as  hereinbefore  re- 
quired, and  in  case  any  person 
or  persons  shall  receive  any 
such  apprentice  as  so  bound, 
without  such  order  and  allow- 
ances having  been  first  obtained, 
the  said  overseer  or  overseers, 
and  the  said  person  or  persons, 
shall  each  respectively  forfeit 
the  sum  of  ten  pounds  for  each 
apprentice  so  bound,  to  be  re- 
covered as  the  penalties  herein- 
after given  are  directed  to  be 
recovered. 


1848. 


The  QuBBN 

V, 

Inhabitants  of 
Maccles- 
field. 


o2 


FIBLD. 
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1848.  out  the  said  William  Holding  with  the  said  John  Crab- 
The  QuBBir  *^®*  *^^  *^  indenture  of  apprenticeship,  dated  the  12th 
I  hAb^u  4x  f  ^^y  ^^  September,  1822,  executed  by  the  master,  John 
Macclbs-  Crabtree,  and  allowed  by  two  justices  of  the  West  Rid- 
ing of  the  county  of  York,  was  put  in  evidence.  It  was 
also  proved  that  the  said  order  and  indenture  of  appren- 
ticeship were  found  in  the  town-chest  of  Stansfield,  and 
that  for  several  years  afler  the  execution  of  the  inden- 
ture William  Holding  resided  with  and  served  John 
Crabtree  as  an  apprentice  in  the  appellant  township. 
The  court  of  quarter  sessions  was  of  opinion,  that  there 
was  not  sufficient  evidence  of  the  indenture  of  appren- 
ticeship having  been  duly  allowed  by  two  justices  duly 
authorised  to  make  such  allowance,  and  quashed  the 
order  of  removal  If  this  Court  should  be  of  opinion 
that  the  evidence  above  stated  was  properly  admitted, 
and  sufficient  to  raise  the  presumption  that  an  indenture 
of  apprenticeship  had  been  executed  by  the  parish 
officers,  and  duly  allowed,  then  the  order  of  quarter 
sessions  was  to  be  quashed,  and  the  order  of  removal 
confirmed ;  otherwise,  the  order  of  quarter  sessions  to 
be  confirmed. 

Hatlsind  Toumsend,  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. 
— The  sessions  have  decided  that  there  was  not  suffi- 
cient evidence  of  the  indenture  having  been  duly  allowed 
by  two  justices  of  the  county  of  Lancaster.  They  are 
the  proper  judges  of  the  weight  of  the  evidence,  and  this 
Court  will  not  interfere.  Neither  was  there  any  ground 
for  presuming  such  an  allowance.  By  the  2nd  sect  of 
56  Geo.  3,  c.  139,  it  is  necessary  in  all  cases  where  the 
place  into  which  the  child  is  to  be  bound  is  in  a  diffe- 
rent county  or  jurisdiction  from  that  out  of  which  he 
is  to  be  bound,  that  the  indenture  shall  be  allowed  by 
two  justices  in  each  county  or  jurisdiction ;  and  by  the 
5th  sect,  it  is  enacted,  that  no  settlement  shall  be  gained 
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by  any  child  by  reason  of  such  apprenticeship,  unless        i848. 
such  allowances  of  such  indenture  shall  be  signed ;  here    j^Tquibn 
the  only  allowance  Is  by  the  justices  of  the  county  out  ^' 

/  .  "^  •'  -^    .         Inhabitants  of 

of  which  the  child  was  bound.      They  are  the  parties     Macclks- 
who  first  allow  the  indenture,  and  no  presumption  can        '"^»' 
be  drawn  from  their  allowance,  that  the  justices  of 
Liancashire  afterwards  signed  the  allowance.     The  al- 
lowance by  the  latter  justices  is  the  more  important  of 
the  two,  for  they  have  a  general  discretion  to  consider 
the  propriety  of  the  binding,  Rex  v.  Milh  (a) ;  and  the 
presumption  (if  any  presumption  can  be  drawn)  rather 
is,  that  they  have  exercised  this  discretion  and  refused 
to  allow  the  indenture.     Ag^,  by  sect.  2,  notice  must 
be  given  to  the  overseers  of  the  place  into  which  an 
apprentice  is  to  be  bound,  and  such  notice  must  be 
proved  before  the  justices  sign  the  indenture ;  but  there 
is  nothing  in  this  case  to  raise  any  presumption  that 
such  notice  was  given.      If  an  allowance  by  justices  of 
Lancashire  had  been  proved,  it  might  have  been  argued, 
that  they  would  not  have  acted  unless  the  justices  of 
Yorkshire  had  first  signed  an  allowance,  and  therefore, 
perhaps,  an  allowance  by  justices  of  Yorkshire  might 
have  been  presumed,  but  that  is  not  the  case  here: 
Regvna  v.  Stttinforth  (ft).     The  reasons  given  in  the  judg- 
ment in  Regina  v.  East  Stonehouse  (c),  apply  to  the  pre- 
sent case.     There  the  Court  refused  to  presume  that  the 
same  justices  had  complied  with  the  requisitions  of  a 
later  statute,  because  they  had  complied  with  the  re- 
quisitions of  a  prior  one.     If  the  other  part  of  the  inden- 
ture is  an  exact  copy  of  the  one  produced,  then  there  is 
no  allowance  upon  it  by  the  Lancashire  justices,  and 
there  is  no  reason  why  one  set  of  justices  should  allow 
one  part  and  the  other  set  the  other  part.  -    In  Regina  v. 
AMurton{d)y  where  the  order  for  binding  was  made  by 

(a)  2  B.  &  Ad.  578.  (c)  2  New  Sess.  Gas.  588. 

(6)  Ante,  p.  53.  \d)  Id.  316. 
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1848.       justices  of  the  county  of  Devon,  and  the  allowance  was 

The  QuBBN     8igiie<i  by  persons  bearing  the  same  name,  but  who  were 

»•  only  called  "justices  of  the  peace,"  Lord  Denman,  C.  J., 

Inhabitants  of 

MACCLE8-  doubted  whether  it  sufficiently  appeared  that  they  were 
FwiD.  ^j^^  same  justices ;  but  here  there  is  no  evidence  at  all, 
that  any  justices  of  the  county  of  Lancaster  had  allowed 
the  indenture,  though  evidence  might  have  been  given 
of  that  fact,  as  the  master,  in  whose  possession  the  other 
part  of  it  is  supposed  to  be,  had  gone  to  America.  It 
is  true,  that  it  is  found  in  the  case,  that  there  was  a 
service  as  an  apprentice,  but  that  affords  no  presump- 
tion that  all  the  requisites  had  been  complied  with, 
because  the  same  expression  would  be  made  use  of 
where  the  service  had  taken  place  under  an  imperfect 
contract  of  apprenticeship. 

Pashleyy  contr^ — It  is  found  by  the  case  that  there 
was  an  order  for  the  binding — an  indenture  executed,  a 
formal  allowance,  and  that  the  apprentice  served  his 
master  as  such.  It  is  submitted,  therefore,  that,  after  a 
lapse  of  above  twenty  years,  the  Court  will  presume  that 
all  tilings  were  rightly  done.  As  to  the  notice  to  the 
overseers,  that  also  will  be  presumed  by  the  Court: 
Rex  V.  fVhistan  (a).  Rex  v.  Long  BucKby»{b)y  Rex  v. 
Hinckley  (c).  [  Coleridge^  J. — ^By  the  6th  sect,  of  56  Geo. 
8,  c.  139,  a  penalty  is  imposed  upon  the  overseer  and 
the  master,  unless  tiiis  allowance  has  been  obtained.] 
That  is  so,  and  therefore  if  the  presumption  that  the 
indenture  was  duly  allowed  by  the  Lancashire  justices 
is  not  to  be  made,  the  Court  must  presume  that  the 
master  and  the  overseer  have  been  guilty  of  an  unlawful 
act  It  is  found  that  tiie  first  steps  in  the  binding  were 
properly  taken,  and  that  the  pauper  served  as  an  appren- 
tice.     The  extremes  then  being  proved,  it  may  be  in- 

(a)  4  A.  &  E.  607.  (6)  7  East,  45. 

{t)  12  East,  361. 
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ferred  that  one  intermediate  step  has  been  properly         1848. 

taken,  and  all  that  is  wanted  here  is  a  form  of  consent     xhe  Queen 

by  two  persons  who  are  not  under  any  disqualification :    T^j^vJ^t-   « 

Van  Omeran  v.  Dowick  (a),  Doe  d.  Griffin  v.  Mason  (i),      Maccles- 
field. 
Gtdhf  V.  The  Bishop  of  Exeter  (c).    [  Wiffhtman,  J. — The 

sessions  ask  if  there  is  sufficient  evidence.]     Yes ;  but 

that  must  mean  that  they  ask  if  there  is  any  evidence, 

otherwise  the  case  would  be  badly  stated. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — In  order  to  make  this  proof 
sufficient,  it  was  necessary  to  prove  an  allowance  by 
justices  of  the  counties  of  York  and  Lancaster.  Evi- 
dence was  given  of  an  allowance  by  justices  of  the 
county  of  York,  but  the  quarter  sessions  thought  the 
evidence  offered  of  the  allowance  by  the  justices  of  the 
county  of  Lancaster  was  insufficient,  and  accordingly 
quashed  the  order.  I  was  much  disposed  to  interfere 
at  the  commencement,  and  to  say  that  the  quarter  ses- 
sions was  the  proper  tribunal  to  draw  the  conclusion ; 
but  we  are  not  vnlling  to  send  the  case  back  because  a 
question  of  law  is  raised  upon  it.  The  question  is, 
whether  there  is  any  evidence  which  would  have  com- 
pelled that  court  to  have  decided  contrary  to  what 
they  have  done.  We  are,  in  fact,  asked  to  revise  their 
decision.  A  strong  case  was  put  by  my  Brother  Cole^ 
ridffe,  that  the  master  would  incur  a  penalty  if  he  took 
the  apprentice  without  due  allowance  by  the  justices ; 
but  still  I  think  that,  under  the  circumstances,  it  would 
be  unreasonable  to  presume  an  allowance  by  the  jus- 
tices of  the  county  of  Lancaster.  I  think,  in  point  of 
fact,  that  there  was  no  such  allowance,  and  that  there 
was  no  evidence  to  compel  the  justices  to  come  to  that 
conclusion. 

(a)  2  Camp.  44.  (b)  3  Camp.  7.  {c)  10  B.  &  C.  584. 


VIBLD. 
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1848.  Patteson,  J. — It  18  rather  extraordinary  that  the 

f^^^^^^    allowance  upon  this  part  of  the  indenture  was  not  signed 
».  by  four  justices,  but  only  by  two ;  but,  still,  I  do  not 

Macclss-  see  how  the  execution  by  two  justices  of  the  county  of 
York  raises  any  presumption  that  the  other  part  was 
allowed  by  two  justices  of  the  county  of  Lancaster. 
The  court  of  quarter  sessions  has  not  drawn  that  pre- 
sumption, nor  do  I  see  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence 
to  have  made  it  imperative  upon  them  to  have  come  to 
that  conclusion. 

Coleridge,  J. — The  quarter  sessions  have  received 
the  evidence  as  relevant  to  the  matter  in  issue,  and  the 
question  they  ask  us  is,  if  they  have  come  to  a  right 
conclusion  upon  that  evidence?  I  am  not  prepared  to 
say,  that,  if  they  had  decided  the  other  way,  I  should 
have  thought  tiiem  wrong;  I  do  not  say  that  tiiere 
is  no  evidence.  The  question  is,  if  the  justices  of 
Lancaster  have  done  a  particular  act?  They  might 
have  allowed  or  disallowed  the  indenture  without  in- 
curring any  penalty.  No  presumption,  then,  is  to  be 
drawn  on  either  side;  but  we  are  asked  to  presume 
tiiat  the  justices  of  the  county  of  Lancaster  have  made 
the  allowance,  because  the  justices  of  the  county  of 
York  have  done  so.  The  master  and  the  binding  parish 
officer  would  have  been  liable  to  a  penalty  if  they  had 
bound  the  apprentice  without  this  allowance,  and  that 
is  the  strength  of  the  case ;  but  it  is  not  so  strong  as  the 
case  of  Regina  v.  Ecist  Stonehoiise  (a),  where  we  refused 
to  draw  the  presumption  that  a  subsequent  act  had  been 
done  by  the  same  justices ;  and  how  then  can  we  pre- 
sume here  that  tiie  allowance  has  been  made  by  inde- 
pendent justices  ? 

(a)  2  New  Sess.  Ca8.*688. 
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WiGHTMAN,  J. — Admitting  that  there  was  some  evi- 
dence of  an  allowance  by  justices  of  the  county  of  Lan- 
caster, we  are  asked  if  there  was  so  much  that  the  court 
of  quarter  sessions,  being  of  opinion  that  the  evidence 
was  insufficient,  were  bound  to  have  come  to  an  oppo- 
site conclusion.  I  cannot  say  that  they  were  wrong  in 
their  decision ;  and  I  should  rather  have  expected  that 
this  part  of  the  indenture,  which  was  in  the  possession  of 
the  officers  of  the  parish  in  Yorkshire  out  of  which  the 
apprentice  was  bound,  would  have  contained  the  allow- 
ance by  two  justices  of  the  county  of  Lancaster,  and, 
therefore,  I  shotdd  rather  presume  that  no  such  allow- 
ance had  been  obtained. 
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The  Queen 
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Inhabitants  of 
Macclbs-    . 

FIELD. 


Order  of  Sessions  confirmed. 
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The  Queen  v.  William  Belton.  j^^  j^^^ 

HE  following  order  was  removed  into  this  Court  by  statute  9  Geo. 

Certioran :—  General  Li- 

^'Middlesex. — At  the  general  sessions  of  the  peace,  &c.,  holden,  censing  Act), 

&c.,  on  Tuesday  the  6th  day  of  May.— Whereas  WUliam  B.elton,  to  ^y  ife^** 

of  &c.,  did,  at  the  general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  holden  in  aggrieved  a 

and  for  the  said  county  in  the  month  of  April  last,  exhibit  his  pe-  ^S^^  of  appeal 

tition  and  appeal  against  the  refusal  (to  grant  a  license  for  the  sale  l^J^^^ 

ofexciseableliquorB)of JoeiahWilson,&q.,certainof herMajesty's  quarter  ses- 

justices,  &c.:  and  whereas  the  said  William  Belton  gave  to  the  said  non>  of  the 

Joeiah  Wilson,  &c.,  such  justices  as  aforesaid,  due  notice  of  his  in-  Kjf^g  oourSv 

tention  to  appeal  to  the  general  quarter  session  of  the  peace,  to  be  or  place,  &c., 

holden  in  and  for  the  said  county  of  Middlesex,  on  Wednesday,  the  onless  sach  ses- 

•ion  shall  be 
.  holden  within 

tweWe  dajB  next  after  such  act  shall  have  been  done,  and,  in  that  case,  to  the  next  subse- 
qnent  session  holden  as  aforesaid,  and  not  afterwards."  An  appeal  against  a  refusal  of  jus- 
tices to  grant  a  license  was  heard  at  the  sessions  specified  by  the  statute,  and  was  dismissed 
with  costs ;  but  in  order  that  the  amount  of  such  costs  might  be  ascertained,  the  court  ad- 
journed the  appeal  to  the  following  sessions : — Held,  that  the  statute  had  specified  the  par- 
ticular sessions  at  which  the  appeal  should  be  heard,  and  that  such  sessions  had  no  power 
of  adjourning  the  appeal,  in  order  that  the  amount  of  costs  might  be  ascertained. 
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1848.  ^^  April,  1846,  against  such  then  refusal ;  and  also  entered  into  a 
^  V  ^  recognisance  with  sureties  as  required  by  the  said  act,  at  which 
The  QusBN  gi^jj  quarter  sessions  the  said  appeal  of  the  said  William  Belton, 
Bblton.  '^^  ^^®  hearing  and  determination  of  the  matter  of  such  appeal, 
was  then  by  the  court  then  adjourned  unto  the  present  general  ses- 
sions of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  county  of  Middlesex  holden 
as  aforesaid.  Now,  upon  hearing  the  said  petition  and  appeal, 
and  what  hath  been  alleged  by  the  said  respective  parties,  their 
counsel,  and  witnesses,  in  and  concerning  the  premises,  this  court 
doth  dismiss  the  said  petition  and  appeal,  and  doth  affirm  the 
said  judgment  and  determination  of  the  said  Josiah  Wilson  and 
others,  such  justices  as  aforesaid,  and  doth  order  and  adjudge 
that  the  said  William  Belton  shall  pay  unto  the  said  Josial^ 
Wilson,  &c.,  such  justices  as  aforesaid,  or  to  whomsoever  they 
may  appoint,  the  sum  of  16/.  I9s.  2d,  by  way  of  costs,  that  sum 
being,  in  the  opinion  of  this  court,  sufficient  to  indemnify  the 
said  Josiah  Wilson,  &c.,  as  such  justices  as  aforesaid,  from  all 
costs  and  charges  whatsoever  to  which  the  said  last-mentioned 
justices  may  have  been  put  in  consequence  of  their  having  had 
served  upon  them  notice  of  the  intention  of  the  said  William 
Belton  to  appeal.    By  the  Court, 

"  Hbaton  Ellis,  Clerk  of  the  Peace"  (a). 

(a)  The  9  €reo.  4,  c.  61,  s.  ceming  the  execution  of  this 
21,  provides,  that,  where  a  act,  may  appeal  against  such 
person  has  been  twice  con-  act  to  the  next  general  or 
victed  before  justices  at  petty  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace, 
sessions,  and  he  is  charged  holden  for  the  county  or  place 
with  a  third  offence  before  wherein  the  cause  of  such 
justices  at  special  sessions,  complaint  shall  have  arisen, 
the  justices  at  such  special  unless  such  session  shall  be 
sessions  shall,  if  they  think  holden  within  twelve  days 
fit,  adjourn  the  hearing  of  the  next  after  such  act  shall  have 
case  to  the  general  or  quarter  been  done,  and  in  that  case  to 
sessions;  and  the  general  or  the  next  subsequent  session 
quarter  sessions  may,  upon  suf-  holden  as  aforesaid,  and  not 
ficient  cause  shewn,  adjourn  the  afterwards ;  provided  that  such 
hearing  of  such  cause  to  the  person  shall  give  to  such  jus- 
then  next  general  or  quarter  tice  notice  in  writing  of  his 
sessions  of  the  peace,  when  intention  to  appeal,  and  of  the 
the  same  shall  be  finally  de-  cause  and  matter  thereof, 
termined.  within   ^re   days    next  after 

Sect.   27    enacts,  that    any  such  act  shall  have  been  done, 

person  who  shall  think  him-  and  seven  days  at  the  least  be- 

self  aggrieved  by  any  act  of  fore    such   session,  and  shall, 

any  justice  done  in   or   con-  within  such   five   days,  enter 
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It  appeared  by  affidavits  od  which  the  certiorari  was 
obtained,  that^  on  the  9th  of  March,  1845,  William 
Belton  applied,  under  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  61,  to  the  justices 
present  at  the  general  annual  licensing  meeting  for  a 
license  to  sell  exciseable  liquors  by  retail,  which  was  re- 
fused. He  then  appealed,  under  the  27th  section,  and 
at  a  general  session  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of 
Middlesex,  in  Aprils  the  appeal  was  heard,  and  the 
judgment  below  affirmed,  with  costs ;  but,  in  order  that 
the  costs  might  be  taxed,  and  the  amount  ascertained, 
the  court  adjourned  the  case  to  the  following  sessions. 


1848. 


The  QuBBN 

V. 

Belton. 


into  a  recognisance  with  two 
sufficient  sureties^  hefore  a  jus- 
tice acting  in  and  for  such 
connty  or  place  as  aforesaid, 
conditioned  to  appear  at  the 
said  session  and  to  try  such 
appeal,  and  to  abide  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  thereupon, 
and  to  pay  such  costs  as  shall 
be  by  the  court  awarded,  &c.; 
and  the  court,  at  such  session, 
shall  hear  and  determine  the 
matter  of  such  appeal,  and 
shall  make  such  order  therein, 
with  or  without  ooets^  as  to 
the  said  court  shall  seem  meet. 
Sect.  29  enacts,  that  in  every 
case  where  notice  of  appeal 
against  the  judgment  of  any 
justice  in  or  concerning  the 
execution  of  this  act  shall  have 
been  given,  and  such  appeal 
shall  have  been  dismissed,  or 
the  judgment  so  appealed 
against  shall  have  been  affirm- 
ed, or  such  appeal  shall  have 
been  abandoned,  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  the  court  to  whom 
such  appeal   shall  have  been 


made,  or  intended  to  be  made, 
and  such  court  is  hereby  re- 
quired to  adjudge  and  order 
that  the  party  so  having  ap- 
pealed, or  given  notice  of  his 
intention  to  appeal,  shall  pay 
to  the  justice  to  whom  such 
notice  shall  have  been  given, 
or  to  whomsoever  he  shall  ap- 
point, such  sum  by  way  of 
costs  as  shall,  in  the  opinion  of 
such  court,  be  sufficient  to  in- 
demnify such  justice  from  all 
cost  and  charge  whatsoever  to 
which  such  justice  may  have 
been  put  in  consequence  of  his 
having  had  served  upon  him 
notice  of  the  intention  of  such 
party  to  appeal;  and  if  such 
party  shall  refuse  or  n^lect 
forthwith  to  pay  such  sum,  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  said 
court  to  adjudge  and  order  that 
the  party  so  refusing  or  neg- 
lecting shall  be  committed  to 
the  common  gaol  or  house  of 
correction,  there  to  remain  till 
such  sum  be  paid,  &c. 
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1848.        and  the  entry  made  by  the  clerk  of  the  peace  was 
lie  QuBBN     **  license  to  be  refused ;  adjourned  to  the  next  sessions." 
^'  At  the  following  sessions  counsel  appeared  for  the  ap- 

pellantj  and  contended,  that  the  court  had  then  no 
power  to  make  any  order  for  costs  on  the  appellant,  and 
that  the  jurisdiction  given  by  the  statute  was  confined 
to  the  previous  sessions.  The  justices  then  offered  to 
rehear  the  case,  and  to  permit  the  counsel  for  the  appel- 
lant to  produce  evidence ;  but  this  he  refused  to  do, 
and  the  present  order  was  made.  A  rule  nisi  was  after- 
wards obtained  to  quash  this  order,  on  the  ground  that 
the  sessions  in  May  had  no  jurisdiction. 

Pdshleyy  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. — The 
court  of  quarter  sessions  is  a  continuing  court.  Bex  v. 
Justices  of  Wilts  {a\  and  Rex  v.  Kimbolton  (b),  shew, 
that  where  an  appeal  is  properly  lodged  at  the  sessions, 
there  is  an  inherent  right  in  such  court  to  adjourn  it,  if 
necessary,  for  the  advancement  or  convenience  of  justice. 
In  Keen  v.  TTie  Queen  (c),  a  person  was  indicted  and 
found  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  at  one  sessions,  and 
judgment  was  respited  to  the  nekt,  and  this  Court  held, 
that  the  sessions  had  power  to  respite  cases  from  one  ses- 
sion to  another.  The  9  Geo.  4,  a  61,  s.  27,  gives  the 
right  of  appeal  **  to  the  next  subsequent  session,*'  but 
those  words  must  be  taken  subject  to  the  common-law 
right  of  the  sessions  to  a^oum  a  case  properly  brought 
before  them,  and  not  as  specifying  and  limiting  the 
time  for  hearing  and  disposing  of  the  appeal.  Unless 
there  was  a  power  to  adjourn,  there  might  frequently 
be  a  failiu'e  of  justice  in  cases  where  witnesses  are 
fraudulently  kept  away,  or  where  the  justices  present 
are  equally  divided  in  opinion.     A  taxation  of  costs 

(a)  13  East,  352.  (b)  6  A.  &  E.  603.  (e)  Ante,  p.  25. 
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after  the  termination  of  the  sessions  has  been  held  irregu-        1848. 
lar,  Regina  v.  Long  (a) ;  and,  as  an  order  for  costs  must    f^^  qumn 
specify  the  amount,  SeUwood  v.  Mount  (&),  the  appeal 
in  this  case  was  properly  adjourned  for  the  express  pur^ 
pose  of  ascertaining  those  costs. 

Martin^  (with  whom  was  R^  Bevan)y  contr^ — The 
order  in  this  case  ought  to  be  quashed.  The  facts  are 
not  stated  in  it  as  iixej  really  occurred,  for  the  appeal 
was  heard  at  the  April  sessions,  and  judgment  was 
given  that  the  license  should  not  be  granted ;  but  in  the 
order  it  is  aUeged  that  the  appeal  was  adjourned. 
The  order  is  also  bad  for  defect  of  jurisdiction  appear- 
ing on  the  face  of  it  Without  impugning  the  general 
power  of  a  court  of  quarter  sessions  to  adjourn  a  case 
when  they  may  deem  it  necessary,  yet  the  language 
used  by  the  Legislature  in  sections  21,  27,  and  29  of  the 
9  Gea  4,  c.  61,  distinctly  shews  that  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  justices  was  exclusively  confined  to  the  April  ses- 
sions ;  and,  if  so,  they  exceeded  their  authority  in  ad- 
journing this  appeal  to  the  following  sessions.  [He  was 
here  stopped  by  the  Court.] 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.— It  appears  clear  to  me,  under 
this  act  of  Parliament,  that  the  power  of  appeal  is  con- 
fined to  the  next  general  or  quarter  sessions  to  be 
holden  after  the  expiration  of  twelve  days  next  after 
the  act  complained  of  shall  have  been  committed.  Giv- 
ing full  effect  to  the  observations  of  Lord  EUenboroughf 
in  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  Wiltshire  (c),  I  think  that, 
under  this  particular  act,  the  sessions  had  no  power  to 
adjourn  the  appeal  Section  21  makes  provision  for  ad- 
journment in  certain  cases.     Section  27  gives  the  right 

(a)  1  Q.  B.  R.  740.  (5>  Id.  726.  (c)  13  East,  d52. 
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184a        of  appeal  to  a  particular  session,  but  nothing  is  siud  as 
The  QuiKN     ^  *^®  power  of  adjournment.     Section  29  aifords  a  fur- 
V.  ther  explanation  of  the  intention  of  the  Legislature,  as 

shewing  that  it  contemplates  the  appeal  being  finally 
disposed  of  at  those  sessions.  It  was  said,  that,  in  case 
tiie  magistrates  were  equally  divided  in  opinion,  unless 
there  was  a  power  of  adjournment,  no  judgment  could 
be  given ;  but  that  is  not  so ;  for,  under  such  circum- 
stances, the  judgment  appealed  against  stands  confirmed. 
That  would  be  the  judgment  of  the  courtii  It  appears 
to  me,  therefore,  that  what  the  sessions  did  on  the  first 
occasion  was  final,  and  that  tiiis  order  cannot  be  sup- 
ported. 

Patteson,  J. — I  form  my  opinion  on  the  words  of 
this  particular  act  of  Parliament.  I  do  not  wish  to  ex- 
press any  opinion  which  may  interfere  with  the  autho- 
.  rity  of  the  cases  that  have  been  cited  as  to  the  general 
.power  of  quarter  sessions  to  adjourn.  The  27th  section 
points  out  the  sessions  to  which  the  party  shall  appeal, 
and  enacts,  "  that  the  court,  at  such  session,  shall  hear 
and  determine  the  matter  of  such  appeal,  and  shall  make 
such  order  tiierein,  with  or  without  costs,  as  to  the  said 
court  shall  seem  meet.^  In  this  case,  then,  afler  hear- 
ing the  appeal,  and  adjudicating  tiiat  the  license  should 
not  be  granted,  the  justices  adjourn  tiie  case  for  the  pur- 
pose of  ascertaining  the  amount  of  costs,  which  I  think 
they  had  no  power  to  do.  I  do  not  lay  any  great  stress 
on  the  general  power  of  adjournment  given  under  cer- 
tain drcumstances  in  the  2l8t  section,  for  tiiey  may 
have  been  introduced  ex  majori  cauteUl;  but,  at  all 
events,  no  such  power  is  given  in  the  27th  section. 

Coleridge,  J. — I  do  not  deny  the  general  power  of 
the  quarter  sessions  to  adjourn  the  hearing  of  any  case. 
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Here  the  sessioiis  heard  the  appeal  in  April,  and  judg-         ^^43^ 
ment  was  in  substance  then  given;  but  upon  a  mere      '^     '     ' 

^  -  .  ,  .         .         0  .  /.The  Queen 

matter  of  form,  m  order  to  give  time  for  taxation  of  _  v. 
costs,  they  adjourn  the  case.  At  the  following  sessions 
the  court  had  to  perform  a  mere  ministerial  act,  and 
the  parties  did  not  come  prepared  to  ga  into  their  case 
again,  which  was,  in  fact,  prejudged.  It  was  illusory 
then  to  offer  to  hear  evidence.  It  appears  to  me  this 
case  must  rest  on  the  words  of  the  27th  section,  which 
gives  the  power  of  appeal  The  effect  of  that  section  is 
to  limit  the  time  for  appealing  to  the  sessions  at  which 
this  case  was  ori^ally  heard,  and  where  the  whole 
matter  ought  to  have  been  finally  decided. 

WiOHTMAN,  J. — The  case  rests  on  the  meaning  to  be 
given  to  the  precise  words  of  the  27  th  section,  and  I 
quite  agree  with  my  brother  Pattesony  that,  if  the  proviso 
in  the  21st  section  stood  alone,  it  would  not  restrict  the 
operation  of  the  27th  section ;  but,  I  think,  that  when 
taken  in  connexion  with  the  other  sections  of  the  act,  it 
does  afford  some  means  of  ascertaining  the  intention  of 
the  Legislature. 

Order  quashed. 
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Jan.  16th.  The  QuEEN  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Hammersbhth. 

By  Btat.  2  &  3  vJN  appeal  against  an  order  of  Boyce  Combe^  Esq., 
one  of  the'ma-  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  magistrates  of  the  Metropolitan  police 
ulT^^'^'''  <^^^^rt8,  &C.,  (dated  the  29th  of  September,  1845),  for 
courts  therein    the  ^removal  of  Sarah  Eaton,  widow  of  John  Eaton  the 

enamerated  is 

declared  to  younger,  deceased,  and  her  three  children,  from  the 
powers  usiudly  P^^^sh  of  St.  Pancras,  to  the  parish  of  Hammersmith^ 
exercised  by      \yQi]^  j^  ^he  countv  of  Middlesex,  the  sessions  confirmed 

two  justices  of  ^      ^ 

the  peace ;  and  the  order.  Subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  a  case. 
vU.  c.  84,  l^he  order  of  removal  appealed  against  was  as  fol- 

ss.  2  &  5,  it  is     1         . 

enacted,  that       *^^^ ' 

her  Majesty  «  To  the  churchwardcns  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of 

may  establish  ,  ,  , 

new  police  the  parish  of  St.  Pancras,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex, 
or'alterdd^'**'  within  the  Metropolitan  police  district;  and  to  the 
ones,  by  an       churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish 

order  in  coun-  ^         ^  *^  ^  * 

cil  to  be  pub-     of  Hammersmith,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  and  to 

lished  in  the  .  ^  „   . 

London  Ga-      «ach  and  every  of  them. 

CiOTkenldi  "  Metropolitan  Police  district,  (to  wit).— Whereas 

police  court  is    complaint  hath  been  made  unto  me,  Boyce  Combe,  Esq., 

not  one  of  those  ,  .  /»   i      nj- 

enamerated  in  one  of  the  magistrates  of  the  police  courts  of  the  Metro- 
—jycW,  that  polis,  sitting  at  the  Clerkenwell  police  court,  within  the 
removid  ofV***  Metropolitan  police  district,  by  the  churchwardens  and 
pauper,  pur-     overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  St.  Pancras, 

porting  to  be 

made  '*by  me,  that  Sarah  Eaton;  aged  33  years,  widow  of  John  Eaton 
one  of  the^ma-  ^^^  younger,  deceased,  and  her  three  lawful  children," 

gistrates  of  the 
police  courts  of 

the  Metropolis,  sitting  at  the  Clerkenwell  police  court,  within  the  Metropolitan  police  dis- 
trict," and  to  be  signed  and  sealed  "  at  the  police  court  aforesaid,''  sufficiently  shewed  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  magistrate  to  make  it,  and  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  state  that  such 
police  court  had  been  established  by  an  order  in  council. 

The  examinations  to  support  the  order  of  removal  stated,  that  the  pauper's  husband  had 
resided  with  his  ftither  in  the  appellant  parish  (where  the  fkther  had  a  settlement)  as  part 
of  his  family ;  that  the  father  remoyed  to  Chelsea  (where  he  died)  while  the  son  was  under 
twenty-one;  but  they  did  not  expressly  state  that  the  son  was  unemancipated : — Held,  that 
the  emancipation  of  the  son  was  not  to  be  presumed,  and  need  not  be  negatived,  and  that 
therefore  the  ezaminttions  were  sufficient. 
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(nammg  them),  '^  have  come  to  inhabit  in  the  said  parish         1848. 
of  St  Pancras,  not  having  gained  a  legal  settlement     j^  Qobbn 
there,  and  that  they  are  now  actually  chargeable  to  the  ?-       . 

said  parish  of  St.  Pancras ;  I,  the  said  magistrate,  upon  Ham  m  bk- 
due  examination  of  the  premises  taken  upon  oath,  and 
other  drcumstances,  do  adjudge  the  same  to  be  true, 
and  da  also  adjudge  that  the  parish  of  Hammersmith,  in 
the  county  of  Middlesex  aforesaid,  is  the  place  of  the 
last  legal  settlement  of  the  said  Sarah  Eaton,  and  her 
8ud  three  children ;  these  are,  therefore,  in  her  Majesty's 
name,  to  require  you  the  sud  churchwardens  and  over- 
seers of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  St  Pancras,  or 
some  or  one  of  you,  to  remove  and  convey  the  said  Sarah 
Eaton  and  her  said  three  children,  from  and  out  of  your 
said  parish  of  St  Pancras,  to  the  said  parish  of  Ham- 
mersmith, and  them  deliver,  togetlier  with  this  our  order 
or  duplicate,  or  a  true  copy  thereof,  unto  the  church- 
wardens and  overseers  of  the  poor  there,  or  to  some  or 
one  of  them,  who  are  hereby  required  to  receive  and 
provide  for  them  according  to  law.  Griven  under  my 
hand  and  seal  at  the  police  court  aforesaid,  this  29th  day 
of  September,  a.  d.  1845. 

"BOYCE   COMBB."  (l.  8.) 

The  examinations  on  which  the  said  order  was  made, 
so  far  as  they  were  material  to  this  case,  were  as  follows:— 

Sarah  Eaton  said — "  I  am  33  years  of  age ;  I  am  the 
widow  of  John  Eaton  the  younger,  who  died  on  the 
18th  of  August  now  last  past,  aged  84  years,  to  whom 
I  was  married  in  the  parish  church  of  St  Pancras,  in 
the  county  of  Middlesex,  on  the  10th  of  July,  1834.  I 
have  three  children,  the  lawful  issue  of  that  marriage, 
(naming  them),  &c.  I  and  my  said  three  children  in- 
habit and  dwell  together  at  No.  11,  Sidney  Street, 
Somers  Town,  in  the  parish  of  St  Pancras,  in  the 
county  of  Middlesex,  within  the  Metropolitan  police 
district    We  have  become  and  now  are  actually  chai^e- 

TOL.  m.  H  N.  8.  c. 
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1848.        Me  to  the  said  parish,  from  which  we  receive  outdoor 

The  QuBKK    J^^^"^  money  andfood,"  &c.     "I  have  done  no  act  to 

^-  tain  a  settlement  since  the  decease  of  the  said  John 

Inhabitants  of    ®  ^ 

Haiimex-  Eaton  the  younger,  my  late  husband,  of  and  concerning 
whose  phuse  of  settlement  I  am  myself  unable  to  give 
evidence.'' 

Elizabeth  Banting  said — '^I  know  the  said  Sarah 
Eaton,  the  preceding  examinant,  in  this  case  now  here 
present;  her  late  husband,  the  said  John  Eaton  the 
younger,  now  lately  deceased,  was  my  brother ;  he 
was  the  son  of  John  Eaton  the  elder,  by  Elizabeth, 
his  wife,  who  are  both  dead.  The  said  John  Eaton, 
the  elder,  died  in  Lawrence  Street,  Chelsea,  seven- 
teen years  ago;  and  his  widow,  the  said  Elizabeth, 
died  there  fourteen  years  ago;  they  always  lived  to- 
gether as  long  as  I  can  remember  as  husband  and  wife, 
and  were  reputed  to  be  so  by  all  persons  who  knew  them. 
The  said  John  Eaton,  the  elder,  was  a  plumber  and 
glazier,  and  resided  for  many  yeaxs  in  the  parish  of 
Hammersmith,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  where  he 
carried  on  that  business.  He  left  Hammeismith  nine- 
teen years  ago,  and  went  thence  next  to  reside  in  Law- 
rence Street,  Chelsea,  where  he  occupied  apartments  in 
the  house  of  Mrs.  Beed,  and  resided  therein  until  his 
decease,  which  happened  two  years  after.  My  said  late 
brother  lived  with  his  parents  in  the  parish  of  Hammer- 
smith aforesaid,  as  part  of  their  family ;  he  was  under 
the  age  of  21  years,  and  I  do  not  know,  nor  do  I  believe, 
he  ever  did  any  act  to  gain  a  settlement  elsewhere,  after 
the  decease  of  my  &ther,  which  happened  in  the  year 
1828.  My  mother,  as  the  widow  of  the  said  John  Eaton 
the  elder,  received  relief  from  the  overseers  of  the  poor 
of  the  said  parish  of  Hammersmith,  which  relief,  4«.  a 
week,  was  continued  to  her  for  three  years,  during  all 
which  time  she  resided  in  Chelsea,  out  of  and  beyond 
the  limits  of  the  said  parish  of  Hammersmith." 
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Frederick  Clark  said — "  I  reside  in  HammersmiilL         1948. 
In  1816,  I  was  serving  as  an  apprentice  to  John    ^  ^     ' 
Eaton  the  elder,  then  residing  at  No*  6,  Angel  Terrace,  y- 

King  Street,  in  the  parish  of  Hammersmith,  in  the  Hammbb- 
oounty  of  Middlesex,  plumber  and  glazier.  I  resided 
there  with  him  for  six  years,  or  thereabouts,  namely,  firom 
the  year  1816  Idll  the  year  1822.  In  1816,  he  the  said 
John  Eaton  resided  for  more  than  forty  days,  and  for 
several  years  thence  next  aftervrards,  in  and  upon  a 
tenement  of  the  yearly  rent  and  value  of  £10  and  up- 
wards, consisting  of  a  dwelling-house  and  premises, 
situate  and  being  the  house  Na  6,  Angel  Street,  afore- 
said, in  the  said  parish  of  Hanunersmith,  of  which  he 
was  the  tenant,  and  which  he  held,  rented,  and  occupied 
of  my  father,  William  Clark,  (since  deceased),  and  re- 
sided therein  for  several  years  thence  next  after  the 
year  1816.  I  knew  John  Eaton  the  younger,  the  son 
of  the  above-named  John  Eaton,  my  late  master,  resid- 
ing with  his  £Etther  in  HammersmitL" 

The  following  were  the  material  grounds  of  appeal : — 

3rd*  That  the  said  order  of  removal  is  bad,  defective, 
and  insufficient  on  the  face  thereof* 

4tL  That  the  examinations  whereon  the  said  order 
of  removal  was  made  are  bad,  defective,  and  insufficient; 
and  fail  and  omit  to  shew  by  sufficient  statement  of 
&cts,  and  by  proper  and  legal  evidence  of  such  facts, 
that  the  sdd  Sarah  Eaton,  and  her  said  children,  were, 
at  the  time  when  the  said  order  was  made,  lawfully 
settled  in  our  said  parish  of  HammersmitL 

When  the  appeal  came  on  to  be  heard,  the  appellants 
objected  that  the  order  ought  to  be  quashed  on  each  of 
the  three  points  hereinafter  stated.  The  objections  so 
made  were  severally  overruled,  subject  to  the  opinion  of 
the  Court  of  Q^een's  Bench. 

The  first  objection  so  made  by  the  appellants  was 

h2 
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1848.        that  die  order  of  removal  was  bad  on  its  face>  inasmuch 

lie  QuEBN     ^  ^*  failed  to  shew  the  jurisdiction  of  Boyce  Combe, 

,  .  .  ^-  Esq..  to  make  the  same.    The  Clerkenwell  police  court. 

Inhabitants  of    .     ^  .  .  . 

Hammbr-  in  that  order  mentioned,  is  not  named  in  any  act  of 
Parliament  as  one  of  the  courts  or  places  at  which  a 
police  magistrate  may,  when  acting  alone,  exerdse  the 
jurisdiction  of  two  justices  of  the  peace  in  making  an 
order  of  removal  The  stats.  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  71^  ss.  1,  2, 
&  14,  and  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  84,  ss.  2,  3,  &  5,  were  referred 
to  in  the  argument  on  this  objection. 

The  second  objection  was,  that  tlie  notice  of  charge- 
ability  on  its  face  is  bad,  purporting  to  come  from  the 
major  part  of  the  overseers,  whereas  the  order  purports 
to  be  made  on  the  complaint  of  the  whole  body  of 
churchwardens  and  overseers  (a). 

The  third  objection  was,  that  the  examinations  fiadled 
to  shew  the  settlement  acquired  by  the  father,  John 
Eaton  the  elder,  to  have  been  so  acquired  by  him  at  a 
time  when  his  son,  John  Eaton  the  younger,  was  still 
living  in,  and  a  member  of,  his  father^s  family. 

If  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  should  be  of  opinion 
that  any  one  or  more  of  these  objections  ought  to  have 
been  allowed  by  the  court  of  quarter  sessions,  then  the 
order  of  removal,  and  order  of  sessions  confirming  tlie 
same,  are  to  be  severally  quashed ;  otherwise,  the  same 
to  be  affirmed. 

Godson  and  Howorth  for  the  respondents. — ^Two  ob- 
jections are  now  relied  on  by  the  other  side.  First, 
that  the  non-emancipation  of  John  Eaton  the  younger, 
at  tlie  time  when  it  is  stated  he  was  residing  witli  his 
father  in  Hammersmith,  is  not  made  to  appear;  secondly, 
that  the  order  of  removal  does  not  shew  jurisdiction,. 

(a)  This  objection  was  not  relied  on  in  argument  in  this  Court. 
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because  the  order  of  council  establishing  the  Clerken-         1848. 
well  police  court  is  not  set  out  or  referred  to  in  the     »nie  qubbn 
order*  ^* 

Inhabitants  of 

The  latter  objection  depends  on  the  stats.  2  &  3  Hammsk- 
Vict  c.  71,  ss-  1  &  4,  and  3  &  4  Vict,  a  84,  s.  3.  in 
the  former  of  these  acts  ^for  regulating  the  police 
courts  in  the  metropolis,"  it  was  enacted,  that  certain 
police  courts  then  in  existence,  and  enumerated  in  the 
act,  should  be  continued ;  and,  (by  sect.  2),  ^^  that  it 
should  be  lawful  for  her  Majesty,  with  the  advice  of  her 
privy  coundJ,''  '^  to  order  such  changes  to  be  made  of 
the  places  in  which  they  should  be  holden  within  the 
metropolitan  pdice  district  aS  should  be  foimd  expe- 
dient ;'^  and  (by  sect.  13)  it  was  declared  lawful  for  any 
one  of  the  magistrates  appointed,  or  thereafter  to  be  ap- 
pointed to  any  metropolitan  police  court,  to  do  alone 
any  act  at  any  of  the  said  courts,  or  at  any  place  where 
her  Majesty  should  order  any  such  court  to  be  holden, 
which  by  any  law  then  in  force,  or  by  any  law  not  con- 
taining an  express  enactment  to  the  contrary  thereafter 
to  be  made,  was  or  should  be  directed  to  be  done  by 
more  than  one  justice.  Then  the  latter  set,  3  &  4  Vict* 
c  84,  s.  2,  enacts,  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  her  Majesty, 
with  the  advice  of  her  privy  council,  from  time  to  time 
to  constitute  within  the  Metropolitan  police  district,  so 
many  police  court  divisions  as  to  her  Majesty  shall  seem 
fit,  and  to  define  the  extent  thereof,  and  from  time  to 
time  to  alter  the  number  and  extent  of  such  police-court 
divisions,  and  to  assign  a  division  to  each  of  the  police 
courts  already  established,  and  to^  establish  a  police 
court  for  each  of  the  other  divisions,  &a  And  section 
6  enacts,  "  that  every  order  in  council,  either  for  con- 
stituting or  altering  a  police-court  division,  or  for  as- 
signing a  division  to  the  police  courts  already  established, 
or  for  establishing  or  removing  a  police  court,  •  .  ." 
^'  shall  be  published  in  the  London  Gazette,  and  shall 
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1848.        take  effect  from  the  time  appointed  for  that  purpose  hy 

Th©  QuBBN     ^^^  '^'^  order."    It  would  appear,  therefore,  that  the 

*'-  order  in  council  for  establishing  a  police  court  is,  after 

Inhabitants  of  ox  «     , 

Hammer,  publication  in  the  Gazette,  to  be  taken  as  part  of  the 
act)  and  if  so,  it  need  not  be  stated  in  any  order  of  a 
magistrate  acting  hj  virtue  of  it.  l^Cokridge,  J. — ^It 
must  be  contended,  on  the  other  dde,  that  for  aU  time 
to  come  all  orders  c^  any  such  police  magistrate  must 
refer  to  the  order  of  council  appointing  him.]  The 
Court  here  called  on 

Pashkt/,  contra.— The  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  71,  s.  13,  gives 
special  powers  to  any  one  of  the  magistrates  appointed, 
or  thereafter  to  be  appointed,  to  any  of  the  metropolitan 
police  courts,  to  do  alone  any  act  for  which,  under  other 
circumstances,  more  than  one  justice  would  be  required ; 
and  it  is  an  undoubted  rule  that  persons  acting  imder  a 
special  authority  must  shew  their  jurisdiction.  Now 
this  court  is  not  one  of  those  named  in  tiie  2  &  3  "Vict. 
0.  71,  8.  1,  and  it  ought,  therefore,  to  have  been  stated 
in  the  order,  that  it  was  a  court  which  had  been  esta- 
blished by  order  of  the  Queen  in  council.  The  magis- 
trate here  states  that  he  is  acting  at  the  Clerkenwell 
police  court,  but  he  does  not  state  that  that  was  one  of 
the  police  courts  appointed  by  the  Queen  in  council 
His  authority,  then,  depends  upon  the  act  of  a  third 
person,  and  this  Court  is  asked  to  presume  that  that  act 
has  been  done  because  the  magistrate  has  exercised  the 
jurisdiction.  \Coleridgei  J. — ^When  county  justices 
make  an  order,  tiiey  do  not  refer  to  the  commission 
imder  which  they  act.]  They  must,  however,  state  that 
they  are  acting  ^^in  and  for  the  county ;"  here  no  aver- 
ment equivalent  to  that  is  found,  for  the  ^^  Clerkenwell 
police  court"  mentioned  in  the  order  may,  for  aught 
that  appears,  be  the  name  of  some  public-house,  or  it 
may  be  an  old  police  court,  which  has  not  the  special 
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powers  giyen  to  new  one&  This  Court  will  not  draw 
any  inference  from  names:  Babnan  y.  Sharp  (a). 
In  Beffina  v.  Smith  {b)y  it  was  held  that  an  order  of 
bastardy  was  bad,  because  it  did  not  shew  on  the  face 
of  it,  that  the  overseers  who  had  applied  were  the 
proper  porsons  to  make  the  application.  Regina  y. 
8tocldon{c)  was  a  case  of  local  jurisdiction,  and  it  was 
there  decided  that  an  order  of  removal  must  show  that 
the  complaint  was  made  to  the  removing  justices  within 
their  jurisdiction.  It  is  submitted,  therefore,  that  the 
order  in  ooundl  ought  to  have  been  referred  to  in  the 
order  of  removal,  and  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  magis- 
trate does  not  appear:  Regina  y.  BloxhamfJT^  Christie 
v.  Unwia{e)^  Regina  v.  Lynch  (/).     .' 

As  to  the  other  objection,  that  the  examinations  do 
not  shew  any  settlement  of  the  pauper's  husband.  There 
18  no  doubt  that  the  pauper's  father-in-law  acquired  a 
settlement  in  Hammersmith  in  1816.  ^Godson. — ^It  ap- 
pears that  his  son  was  then  about  five  years  old,  as  he 
was  bom  in  1811,  and  died  in  1845,  and  was  living  with 
his  family  in  1816,  when  the  father  had  a  settlement  in 
Hammersmith.]  Pashleg. — The  son's  age  in  1816  is 
not  important,  but  it  should  be  shewn  that  he  was  not 
^nancipated  when  the  father  was  residing  at  Hammer- 
amith.  The  rule  is,  that  emancipation  or  non-eman- 
eipation  must  be  stated  by  those  on  whom  the  burden 
of  proof  lies,  namely,  those  who  obtain  the  order. 
They  might  easily  have  stated  that  the  son  was  uneman- 
cipated.  No  inference  as  to  that  can  be  drawn  from  a 
person's  age:  Regina  v.  The  Recorder  of  Leeds (g), 
Regina  v.  Bangor  (A). 


(a)  16  M.  &  W.  93. 

(6)  2  New  Sees.  Cas.  225 ;  7 
Q.  B.  R.  543. 

(e)  2  New  Seas.  Cas.  16 ;  7 
Q.  B.  R.  626. 

(d)  1  New  Seas.  Cas,  370 ; 


6  Q.  B.  R.  528. 
(e)  11  A.  &  £.  373. 
(/)  7  Irish  Eq.  Rep.  263. 
(g)  2  Q.  B.  R.  547,  n. 
(h)  2  New  Seas.  Cas.  627. 


1848. 


Hie  QUBBN 

V, 

Inbabitaotfl  of 
Hamiibr- 

8MITH. 
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1848.  Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — The  first  of  these  points,  as  it 

The  QuBVN    appears  to  me,  is  dear.      As  we  know  from  the  act  of 

inhAb^tii  fcn  of  P^^*D^®^*  ^^^  ^^  appointment  of  police  magistrates  is 

Hamiibr.     made,  it  need  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  document, 

that  this  police  court  was  established  by  an  order  of 

council.     As  to  the  second  point,  I  think  we  are  not  to 

be  called  upon  to  presume  a  new  state  of  things,  and  the 

pauperis  husband,  in  1816,  is  shewn  to  have  had  his 

father's  settlement. 

Patteson,  J. — Perhaps  the  fact  might  have  been 
controverted  on  affidavit  that  this  was  a  police  court  at 
all;  still,  I  think  the  order  good  on  the  face  of  it.  Se- 
condly, it  is  said  that  the  pauper's  husband  may  have 
been  emancipated  when  his  father  acquired  a  settlement 
in  Hammersmith;  but,  I  really  think  the  sense  of  all  the 
evidence  taken  together  is  very  dear,  namdy,  that  he  was 
residing  with  his  father  as  part  of  his  family,  and  con- 
tinued to  do  so  after  the  removal  to  Chelsea:  Bex  v. 
Hardtoick  (a),  speaks  stronglji^as  to  emancipation.  Chief 
Justice  Abbott,  in  his  judgment  there,  says — "  The  rule 
of  law  is,  that  every  new  settlement  acquired  by  the 
parent  is  communicated  to  the  children  as  long  as  they 
remain  members  of  his  family."  ^^  During  the  minority 
of  the  child,  he  will  remain  almost  under  any  circum- 
stances unemancipated ;  but,  where  the  new  settlement 
is  acquired  by  the  parent  after  the  child  has  attained 
21,  it  will  not  be  communicated,  unless,  in  fact,  the  child 
continues  part  of  the  family." 

Coleridge,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion. 
The  magistrate  shews  his  jurisdiction  in  the  ordinary 
way.  He  speaks  of  himself  as  sitting  at  a  police  court, 
and  then,  in  order  to  stop  out  the  notion  of  its  not  being 

(a)  5  B.  &  Aid.  176. 
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a  police  court,  properly  so  called,  he  adds  at  the  end,  '^  at 
the  police  court  aforesaid;''  and  he  also  says,  he  is  sitting 
within  the  Metropolitan  police  district;  therefore, merely 
to  read  words  in  their  ordinary  sense,  it  could  only  mean 
that  he  was  sitting  at  a  police  court  properly  constituted* 
On  the  second  point  the  only  di£Sculty  is,  that  some  time 
must  be  shewn  during  which  the  son  was  unemancipated. 
If  he  was  with  his  &ther  for  one  day  unemandpated, 
that  would  be  enough  to  give  him  a  settlement 


1848. 


Hie  QUBBN 

V, 

Inhabitants  of 
Hammvr- 

8MITH. 


WiGHTiiAK,  J. — There  can  be  no  doubt  that  this  was 
a  magistrate  sitting  at  apolice  court ;  and  the  only  ques- 
tion is,  whether  we  can  see  enough  to  proye  that  this 
was  a  court  constituted  under  one  of  these  two  acts  of 
Parliament.  The  first  act  must  be  taken  to  enumerate 
all  then  existing  courts,  and  this  is  not  one  of  them ; 
therefore,  it  must  be  taken  to  have  been  constituted 
under  the  other,  and  so  I  tiiink  tiie  magistrate's  jurisdic- 
tion does  sufficientiy  appear.  On  the  second  point  I 
eoneur  witii  the  rest  of  the  Court. 


Orders  confirmed. 
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1848. 

Jan.  Vjih.  Ex  parte  the  Overseers  of  Monkleigh. 

An  order  of  IN  thiB  case  it  appeared  by  the  affidavits  on  which  the 
eating  the  let-  following  rules  Were  moved,  that  two  orders  had  been 
p^w'iunatic,  JJ^^wie,  one  by  two  justices  for  the  borough  of  Bideford, 
VdT  ^  f26  adjudicating  the  settlement  of  a  pauper  lunatic  to  be  in 
8.  58,  and  also  the  parish  of  MonUeigh ;  another  by  two  justices  of  the 
dicatingthe^.  '  county  of  Devon,  adjudicating  that  the  expenses  incurred 
^^^to*^"  ^^  ^®  P*™*^  ^^  Bideford,  in  and  about  the  examination 
sect  62,  may    of  the  Said  pauDcr  lunatic,  his  conveyance  to  the  county 

be  made  with-  *^  ^  ,  ^      .  ^ 

out  giTing  no-  asylum,  and  his  expenses  and  future  mamtenance  there, 
pariA  which  is  ^'^^^  be  pdid  by  the  parish  of  MonkleigL  The  se- 
to  be  ^ected    ^^j  order  recited,  that  it  had  beenadjudged  bythe  two 

by  aacD  ordery.  *f      o         .r 

Sembie,  in  justiccs  of  the  borough,  that  the  settlement  of  the  pauper 
ag^nsTan  lunatic  was  in  the  parish  of  MonUeigh ;  and  it  was  also 
tei^^^  The'''  ****^  "^  *®  affidavits,  that  the  overseers  of  Monkleigh 
settlement  of    had  not  been  summoned  to  appear  before  the  justices  of 

the  pauper  may 

be  contested,  the  borough  of  Bidcford,  or  before  the  justices  of  the 
county  of  Devon,  nor  had  they  received  any  notice  that 
any  complaint  had  been  made. 

Montagu  Smith  moved  for  two  rules  to  shew  cause 
why  a  certiorari  should  not  issue  to  remove  the  above- 
mentioned  orders  into. this  Court,  for  the  purpose  of 
quashing  them. — ^It  is  an  established  principle  that, 
wherever  a  charge  is  made  before  justices,  aifecting  the 
interests  of  any  person,  that  person  ought  to  be  sum- 
moned: Regina  v.  The  Guardiana  of  Totness  Union  (d), 
Painter  v.  lAoerpool  Gas  Company  {b) ;  here  the  interests 
of  the  rate-payers  of  Monkleigh  are  aifected,  and  they 
have  had  no  notice.  [JErle,  J. — ^Are  not  orders  of  re- 
moval made  ex  parte  ?]  Yes :  but  the  pauper  must  be 
there,  and  an  information  will  be  granted  against  the 

(a)  2  New  Sees.  Gas.  82;  7  Q.  B.  R. 690. 
(h)  3A.&  E.  433. 
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jnstioeB  who  made  an  order,  if,  through  wilfxd  neglect,         1848. 

they  omit  to  summon  him:  Bex  v.  ff^k^  («)•  This  order,       Exmute 

adjudicating  the  settlement,  might  be  evidence  of  the     Oreneen  of 

settlement  of  the  pauper  hereafter,     [J^rfe,  J. — Can  you 

not  appeal  against  the  order  of  settlement?]     No  such 

appeal  is  given  by  the  stat.  8  &  9  Vict,  c  126,  and, 

though  an  appeal  is  given  by  the  62nd  sect  of  that 

statute,  against  the  order  for  maintenance,  it  is  submitted 

that  the  order  of  settlement  could  not  be  appealed  against, 

as  it  is  only  recited  in  the  former  order.  InR^naY.  JTie 

Juttices  of  Middlesex  {b)y  Mr.  Justice  fP^himan  appears 

to  haye  thought,  that  in  such  an  appeal  the  settlement 

might  be  contested,  but  that  decision  was  not  necessary 

in  the  case.     [JSrle,  J. — I  think  that  if  you  can  appeal 

against  the  order  of  settlement  in  an  appeal  against  the 

order  for  maintenance,  you  are  not  entitled  to  your 

rule.] 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

Erlb,  J.,  now  delivered  judgment(e). — ^In  this  case 
an  application  was  made  for  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  re- 
move into  this  Court  an  order  of  two  justices  of  the 
borough  of  Bideford,  adjudicating  the  settlement  of  a 
pauper  lunatic,  and  also  for  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  remove 
an  order  of  two  justices  of  the  county  of  Devon,  for  the 
maintenance  of  the  pauper  in  the  asylum,  on  the  ground 
that  no  notice  was  given  to  the  parish  officers  of  Monk- 
leigh,  that  they  might  attend  when  the  orders  were 
made ;  but  1  think  that  the  principle,  that  parties  to  be 
affected  by  an  ex  parte  proceeding  should  have  notice, 
does  not  apply  to  orders  of  removal,  and  I  think  that  an 
order  for  the  maintenance  of  the  pauper  must  be  subject 
to  the  same  rule,  because,  by  sect.  62  of  the  8  &  9  Vict. 


(a)  Andr.  238;  2  Str.  1092.  (b)  2  New  Ssb.  Cas.  661. 

(«)  In  tlM  Bail  Court 


n^ 
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0.  126,  all  the  inddente  of  an  app^  against  an  order  of 
removal  are  to  attach  to  this.  The  59th  sect,  of  the 
same  act  strengthess  this  view,  because  it  is  expressly 
directed  by  that  section,  that,  where  it  is  sought  to  make 
a  pauper  lunatic  chargeable  to  a  county,  notice  shall  be 
given  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace ;  bat  there  is  no  such 
provision  for  notice  to  be  ^ven  to  parish  officers.  On 
these  grounds,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  write  of  certiorari 
shotdd  not  be  granted. 

Rules  refused. 


Jan.  Sia.  The  QuEBN  ti.  The  Justices  of  Devon. 

Id  order  to  en-  IN  this  term  Pashley  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi,  calling 
to  b«'liwH"°  upon  Sir  H.  P.  Seale  and  others,  justices  of  the  peace  for 
'T^'Miii*'''*'  *^^  county  of  Devon,  to  shew  cause  why  a  mandamus 
■ioTiB  ander  Om  ghoold  aot  isBue,  Commanding  them  at  spedal  sesaons 
6  &  7  WilL  4  '  o  jT 

0.  gs,  a.  s,  '  assembled  to  hear  an  appeal  agtunst  k  rate  made  for  the 
iS^i*\rt)l  reli«*"  of  ^^^  P°°^  of  ^  P»™^  of  ^^*  ALington,  ac- 
Sd^'  ^  cording  to  the  provisions  of  the  6  &  7  Wilt  4,  c  96,  s. 
relief  of  Ui«  6  (a),  (the  Parochial  AssesBment  Act).  The  parish  of  East 
poor,  it  ii  onlf 


(a)  Sacttott  a  enacts,  ■"  That  unless  the  penon  or  peisons  im- 

joaticea  acting  in  petty  eesaona  pugning   snch    decision   shal], 

ore  to  hold  four  epecial  sessions  within  fourteen  days  after  the 

in  the  yvex,  and  at  such  special  same  shall   have    been  made, 

or  adjonmed  sessions  the  jtu-  cause  notice   to    be   given  in 

tioes  there  present  shall  hear  writing  of  liis,  her,  or  their  in- 

and  determine  all  objections  to  tention    of   appealing    against 

any  rate  on  the  gronnd  of  ine-  such  decision,  and  of  the  matter 

qnality,   unfiumess,   or  inoor-  or  cause  of  snch  appetd,  to  the 

rectness  in  the  valuation  of  any  penon  or  persons  in  whose  fo- 

hereditamenta  included  therein,  vouc  such   decision  shall  have 

which  decision  shall  lie  binding  been    made,"  &c.;  "provided 

and  conclusive  on  the  parties,  always,  that  no  such  objection 
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AUiDgton  has  two  cburchwardens  and  two  overseers,         i848. 
but  no  collector.     At  a  special  sessions  held  on  the  8th     -T  j 
of  December  last  the  appeal  came  on  to  be  heard,  and  «• . 

notice  of  objection  was  proved  to  have  been  served  on  Devon. 
three  of  the  persons  who  made  the  rate,  but  with  re- 
spect to  two  of  the  notices  they  were  not  served  within 
the  time  specified  hj  the  act.  The  justices  were  of 
opinion  that  no  suffident  service  of  notice  of  objection 
had  been  prpved,  and  refused  to  hear  the  appeal. 

On  moving  fi>r  the  rule,  Bex  v.  TTle  Justices  of  War^ 
wickshire  (a)  was  cited,  where  service  of  grounds  of 
appeal  on  one  overseer  was  held  sufficient,  under  similar 
words  in  4  &  5  VTill.  4,  c  76,  s.  81. 

Jl  Greenwood  now  shewed  cause. — The  words  of  the 
6  &  7  WilL  4,  c  96,  s.  6,  leave  the  question  doubtful 
how  many  of  the  persons  concerned  in  making  the 
rate  should  be  served  with  notice  of  objection,  and 
the  statute  must  be  construed  with  reference  to  the 
41  Greo.  3,  c  23,  &  6,  which,  in  appeals  to  the  quarter 
sessions  against  parish  rates,  required  notice  in  writing 
to  be  given  by  the  person  appealing  to  the  church- 
wardens or  overseers  of  the  poor,  "  or  any  two  or  more 
of  them." 

Pashleffy  contrd,  was  not  heardl 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — In  cases  of  orders  of  removal 


shall  be  inquired  into  by  the  the  day  appointed  for  such  spe- 

said  justices  in  special  sessions,  ciai  sessions,  to  the  collector,, 

unless  notice  of  such  objection  overseers,  or  other  persons  by 

in  writing,  under  the  hand  of  whom  such  rate  was  made,"  &c.. 

the  complfldnant,shall have  been  (a)  6  A.  &  E.  873. 
givm  seven  days  at  least  before 
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1848.       it  ia  suffident  to  eerre  the  order  on  one  of  the  pa- 

Tie  QcuH     ™^  officerB,  and  I  think,  that,  upon  s  feir  constnic- 

_      *■  tion  of  this  act  of  Parliament,  die  notice  inTen  was 

n«JaitkiMor  .  ° 

DmYotr.       Biim<aent. 

Pattssom,  Ck>LBfiii>aB,  and  Wiohthan,  Jb.,  ccoi- 
curred. 


END  OP  HILABT  TBKlf. 


k 


k 


HILARY  VACATION,  11  VICT.  99 

1848. 


{Error  from  the  QaeerCs  Bench.) 


HILARY  VACATION. 


Lindsay  v.  Leigh.  Feb.  2nd. 

1.BESPASS  and  assault,  and  fabe  imprisonment.  In  proceedings 
against  the  defendant,  a  magistrate  for  the  county  of  Lan-  Geo.  4,  c.  34, 
caster.    Plea:  Not  guilty,  by  statute.    Issue  thereon,    ^^^x  i^^ot 
This  cause  was  tried  before  Coltman^  J.,  at  the  Liver-  competent  to 

magistrates 

pool  spring  assizes,  when  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  who  have  com- 
plainti£     The  defendant  (below)  tendered  a  bill  of  ex-  fender  to  pn'. 
ceptions  to  the  learned  judge's  summing  up.    Judg-  J^t^^^-*^" 
ment  being  signed,  a  writ  of  error  was  brought  in  the  ^*^"  to  draw 

up  a  oohyic- 

Exchequer  Chamber.  tiontobere- 

The  bill  of  exceptions  stated  that  on  the  trial  the  aessioiis;  a^ 
plaintiff  below  called,  as  a  witness,  the  keeper  of  the  ^"^J^i^^^^ 
house  of  correction  at  Kirkdale  in  Lancashire,  who  being  the  only 

instnunent 

proved  that  he  received  plaintiff  below  in  the  said  house  authorised  by 
of  correction  on  the  24th  August,  1844,  under  a  certidn     ^embie,  that 

such  a  warrant 
is  in  the  nature  of  an  order. 
A  warrant  of  commitment  under  the  abore  act  stated  that  W.  L.,  "  senrant  to  J.  W." 
and  others,  "  as  a  collier,  hath  in  his  service  with  the  said  J.  W.,  Sec,  been  guilty  of  divers 
mifldemeanors  towards  his  said  masters,  and  hath  absented  himself  from  the  serrioe  of  the 
ssid  J.  W.,  &c.|  before  the  term  of  his  contract  with  them  was  completed,  contrary  to 
the  form  of  the  statute,"  &c.  The  person  committed  to  prison  under  this  warrant  was 
diadiarged  by  habeas  corpus,  and  brought  an  action  for  (Use  imprisonment  against  the 
oomndtting  magistrate : — Held,  that  the  warrant  was  bad,  and  no  answer  to  the  action, 
becaose  it  did  not  state  either  that  the  contract  was  in  writing,  or  that  the  service  had  been 
entered  upon,  one  of  those  two  circumstances  being  essentiad  to  give  the  magistrate  juris- 
diction to  commit ;  and  that  he  could  not  protect  himself  by  a  conviction  drawn  up  after 
tiw  difldbarge  of  the  prisoner  by  habeas  corpus,  supplying  the  defects  in  the  commit- 
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warrant,  which  was  then  read,  and  was  in  the  following 
tenor  and  effect  (a) : — 

County  of  Lancaster,  to  wit. — ^To  the  constable  of  Ince  in 
Mackerfield  in  the  said  county,  and  to  the  keeper  of  the  house 
of  correction  at  Kirkdaie  in  the  said  county,  and  to  each  of  them : 
Whereas  information  and  complaint  hare  been  this  day  made 
unto  me,  the  Honourable  Colin  Lindsay,  one  of  Her  Majesty's 
justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  county,  upon  the  oath  of 
Adam  Gregory,  agent  of  James  W.,  F.  S.  G.,  and  J.  D.,  at  their 
colliery  at  Ince  in  Mackerfield  aforesaid,  that  William  Leigh  of 
Wigan,  in  the  said  county,  servant  to  the  said  J.  W.,  F.  S.  G., 
and  J.  D.,  as  a  collier,  at  their  works  in  Ince  in  Mackerfield 
aforesaid,  hath,  in  his  service  with  the  said  J.  W.,  F.  S.^  G.,  and 


(a)  Stat.  4  Geo.  4,  c.  34,  s. 
S,  enacts,  **  That  if  any  servant 
in  husbandry,  or  any  artificer, 
calico-printer,  handicraftsman, 
miner,  collier,  keeler,  pitman, 
glassman,  potter,  labourer,  or 
other  person,  shall  contract  with 
any  person  or  persons  whomso- 
ever, to  serve  him,  her,  or  them 
for  any  time  or  times  whatso- 
ever, or  in  any  other  manner, 
and  shall  not  enter  into  or  com- 
mence his  or  her  service,  ac- 
cording to  his  or  her  contract, 
(such  contract  being  in  writing, 
and  signed  by  the  contracting 
parties),  or,  having  entered  into 
such  service,  shall  absent  him- 
self or  herself  from  his  or  her 
service  before  the  term  of  his  or 
her  contract,  whether  such  con- 
tract shall  be  in  writing  or  not 
in  writing,  shall  be  completed, 
or  neglect  to  fulfil  the  same,  or 
be  guilty  of  any  other  miscon- 
duct or  misdemeanor  in  the  ex- 
ecution thereof,  or  otherwise 
respecting  the  same,  then  and  in 
every  such  case,  it  shall  and 
may  be  lawful  for  any  justice  of 
the  peace  of  the  county  or  place 


where  such  servant  in  hus- 
bandry, artificer,  &c.,  shall  have 
so  contracted,  or  be  employed, 
or  be  found,  and  such  justice  is 
hereby  authorised  and  empow- 
ered, upon  complaint  thereof 
made  upon  oath  to  him  by  the 
person  or  persons  or  any  of  them 
with  whom  such  servant  in 
husbandry,  &c.,  shall  have  so 
contracted,  or  by  his,  her  or 
their  steward,  manager  or  agent, 
which  oath  such  justice  is  here- 
by empowered  to  administer,  to 
issue  his  warrant  for  appre- 
hending every  such  servant  in 
husbandry,  &c.,  and  to  exa- 
mine into  the  nature  of  the 
complaint ;  and  if  it  shall  appear 
to  such  justice  that  any  such 
servant  in  husbandry,  &c.,  shall 
not  have  fulfilled  such  contract, 
or  hath  been  guilty  of  any 
other  misconduct  or  misde- 
meanor as  aforesaid,  it  shall  and 
may  be  lawful  for  such  justice 
to  commit  every  such  person  to 
the  house  of  correction,  there  to 
remain  and  be  held  to  hard  la- 
bour for  a  reasonable  time  not 
exceeding  three  months,"  &c. 
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towards  his  masters,  and  particularly  that  the  said  William 
Leigh  hath  absented  himself  from  the  service  of  the  said  J.  W., 
F.  S.  G.,  and  J.  D.  before  the  term  of  his  contract  with  them 
was  completed,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  that  case 
made ;  and  whereas  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  in  that  case 
made  and  provided,  I  have  duly  examined  the  proois  and  allega^ 
tions  of  both  the  said  parties  touching  the  matter  of  the  said 
complaint,  and  upon  due  consideration  had  thereof  have  ad- 
judged and  determined  that  the  said  William  Leigh  hath  in  his 
said  service  been  guilty  of  divers  misdemeanors,  particularly 
that  the  said  William  Leigh  hath  absented  himself  from  the  ser- 
vice of  the  said  J.  W.,  F.  S.  G.,  and  J.  D.,  before  the  term  of 
his  contract  with  them  was  completed,  contrary  to  the  form  of 
the  statute  in  that  case  made,  and  I  do  therefore  convict  him,  the 
said  William  Leigh,  of  the  said  offence,  in  pursuance  of  the  sta- 
tute in  that  case  made  and  provided :  These  are,  therefore,  to 
command  you,  the  said  constable,  forthwith  to  convey  the  said 
William  Leigh  to  the  said  house  of  correction  at  Kirkdale  afore- 
said, and  to  deliver  him  to  the  keeper  thereof,  together  with  this 
warrant ;  and  I  do  hereby  command  you,  the  said  keeper,  to 
receive  the  said  William  Leigh  into  your  custody  in  tlie  said 
house  of  correction,  there  to  remain  to  hard  labour  for  the  space 
of  two  months  from  the  date  hereof,  and  for  your  so  doing  this 
shall  be  your  sufficient  warrant.    Given  under  my  hand  and  seal, 

the  2drd  of  August,  1844. 

Colin  Lindsay,  (l.  s.) 

That  the  plaintifF  below  then  proved  that  he  was 
discharged  from  custody  by  habeas  corpus  under  the 
hand  of  Mr.  Justice  Wightman,  on  the  17  th  of  Sep- 
tember, and  that  on  the  14th  of  December,  1844, 
he  caused  the  defendant  to  be  served  with  a  notice  of 
action  pursuant  to  the  statute ;  and  that  thereupon  the 
defendant  by  his  counsel  put  in  evidence  a  certain  convic- 
tion on  parchment,  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  the  de- 
fendant,  which  it  was  admitted  was  drawn  up  afler  the 
discharge  of  the  plaintiff  below  under  the  liberate,  and 
was  as  follows : — 

County  of  Lancaster,  to  wit. — ^Be  it  remembered  that  on  the 
21st  of  August,  1844,  at  Wigan,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster, 
Adam  Gregory,  of  Ince,  in  Mackerfield,  in  the  said  county, 

■ 
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underlooker  and  manager  of  J.  W.,  F.  S.  G.,  and  J.  D.,  then  and 
still  having  and  carrying  on  a  colliery  at  Ince»  in  Mackerfield, 
in  the  said  county,  personally  came  hefore  me,  the  Hon.  Colin 
Lindsay,  one  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the 
said  county,  and  informed  me,  upon  the  oath  of  the  said  Adam 
Gr^ory,  that  William  Leigh,  of  Wigan,  in  the  said  county, 
collier,  did  on  the  4th  of  April  last  past  contract  with  the  said 
J.  W.,  F.  S.  G.,  and  J.  D.,  to  serve  them  as  a  collier  at  their  said 
colliery,  and  that  after  having  on  the  same  day  entered  into  such 
service,  according  to  his  siud  contract,  was  in  his  said  service 
with  his  said  masters  guilty  of  divers  misdemeanors,  and  parti- 
cularly that  he,  on  the  9th  day  of  August,  1844,  did  ahsent  him- 
self from  the  service  of  his  said  masters,  before  the  term  of  his 
contract  with  them  was  completed,  and  has  from  thence  hitherto 
continued  so  absent,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  that  case 
made  and  provided ;  whereupon,  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  in  that 
case  made,  the  said  William  Leigh  was,  on  this  23rd  day  of  August^ 
in  the  year  aforesaid,  at  Wigan,  in  the  said  county,  duly  brought 
before  me  to  answer  the  said  complaint;  whereupon  I  the  said 
justice  did  then  and  there  proceed  to  examine  into  the  nature 
and  truth  of  the  said  complaint,  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of 
the  said  William  Leigh ;  and  the  said  Adam  Gregory,  being  a 
credible  witness,  did  then  and  there,  in  the  presence  and  hearing 
of  the  said  William  Leigh,  upon  his  oath,  depose  and  swear  that 
the  said  William  Leigh,  then  being  a  collier,  did,  on  the  4th  day 
of  April,  1844,  contract  with  the  said  J.  W.,  F.  S.  G.,  and  J.  D., 
then  having  and  carrying  on  the  said  colliery  at  Ince,  in  Macker- 
field,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  to  serve  them  as  a  collier  at  their 
said  colliery,  from  the  said  4th  of  April,  1844,  until  the  said 
William  Leigh  should  give  to  the  said  J.  W.,  F.  S.  G.,  and  J.  D., 
fourteen  days'  previous  notice  that  he  intended  to  quit  the  service 
of  the  said  J.  W.,  F.  S.  G.,  and  J.  D.,  and  had  served  them  for 
such  fourteen  days ;  and  that  he  the  said  William  Leigh  did  after- 
wards, to  wit,  on  the  said  4th  day  of  April,  1844,  enter  into  the 
said  service  of  the  said  J.  W.,  F.  S.  G.,  and  J.  D.,  as  a  collier,  at 
their  said  colliery,  under  and  in  pursuance  of  such  contract  for 
service;  and  that  he  the  said  William  Leigh  did  continue'  to  serve 
his  said  masters  under  and  according  to  the  said  contract  at  the 
said  colliery,  until  the  9th  day  of  August,  1844 ;  and  the  term 
of  his  said  contract  being  then  subsisting  and  incompleted,  he  the 
said  William  Leigh  did,  on  the  said  9th  day  of  August,  absent 
himself  from  the  said  service,  against  the  will  of  the  said  J.  W., 
F.  S.  G.,  and  J.  D.,  or  either  of  them,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  made,  and  that  he  had  thence  hitherto  con- 
tinued BO  absent ;  wherefore,  the  said  William  Leigh  not  deny- 
ing the  Bud  evidence  so  given,  it  manifestly  appearing  to  me  that 
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the  said  William  Leigh  is  guilty  of  the  said  offence  charged  on  1848. 

him  as  aforesaid,  I  do  hereby  convict  him  of  the  said  offence,  and 

do  adjudge  him  for  the  said  offence  to  be  imprisoned  in  the  house 

of  correction  at  Kirkdale,  in  the  said  county,  for  the  space  of 

two  months  from  the  date  hereof,  and  during  that  time  to  be  held 

to  hard  labour.     Given  under  my  hand  and  seal  at  Wigan,  in 

the  said  county  of  Lancaster,  this  2drd  day  of  August,  1844. 

Colin  Lindsay,  (l.  s.) 

That  the  defendant  below  then  called  the  said  Adam 
Ghregorjy  who  being  duly  sworn,  upon  his  oath  deposed 
and  said — ^'  I  was  underlooker,  manager,  and  agent,  of 
J.  W.,  F.  S.  G;  and  J.  D.^  in  and  before  April  last 
year,  and  thence  hitherto.  I  hired  the  plaintiff  as  a 
collier,  to  work  and  serve  at  this  ooUiery.  I  hired  him 
on  the  4th  of  April  last  year,  at  the  said  colliery,  on 
certain  terms,  and  among  others  that  he  was  to  remain 
until  the  expiration  of  a  fortnight's  notice  to  be  given 
by  him,  or  the  said  J.  W.,  F.  S.  G.,  and  J.  D.  He 
was  to  work  at  any  of  the  pits  at  the  said  colliery  that 
he  might  be  directed,  and  was  to  be  paid  according  to 
a  scale  of  wages  we  had  respecting  the  different  pits, 
for  the  men  at  the  said  colliery,"  &c.  ^^  He  agreed  to 
those  terms,  and  entered  on  his  service  under  that  agree- 
ment on  the  same  day.  He  continued  in  the  said  service 
imtal  the  9th  of  August  next  following,  when  he  lefl  at 
9  o'clock  in  the  morning.  On  the  next  day,  the  10th, 
he  came  and  delivered  this  written  notice,  which  was 
then  read  as  follows : — 

*'  Notice  here  given,  to  Mr,  Adam  Gregery,  by  WiUiam 
Leigh,  for  fourteen  days  from  this  dat^  August  10th, 
ia44.'' 

On  the  said  10th  of  August  he  went  away  without 
leave,  taking  his  tools  with  him,  and  did  not  serve  any 
part  of  the  number  of  days  mentioned  in  his  said  notice. 
The  defendant  (below)  is  a  justice  of  the  oounty  of  Lan* 
caster,  residing  in  that  county,  near  Wigan,  and  was  so 
before  April  last  year.    I  went  before  him  (the  defend- 
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1848.  ant)  at  Wigan,  in  the  said  county^  to  inform  against  and 
complain  of  the  plaintiff  (below)  on  the  21st  of  August 
last.  I  was  sworn  before  him,  and  stated  on  oath  all 
the  circumstances  about  the  plaintiff  (below)  and  the 
colliery.     I  laid  this  information  before  him. 

^^  Lancashire,  to  wit. — The  information  and  complaint 
of  Adam  Gregory,  the  imderlooker  of  J.  W.,  F.  S.  G., 
and  J.  D.,  at  their  colliery  at  Ince,  in  Mackerfield,  in 
the  said  county,  taken  upon  oath  before  me,  one  of  her 
Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  county, 
the  21st  of  August,  1844 :  who  saith  that  WUUam 
Leigh,  of  Wigan,  in  the  said  county,  servant  to  the  osid 
J.  W.,  F.  S.  G.,  and  J.  D.,  as  a  collier,  at  their  works 
at  Lice,  in  Mackerfield  aforesaid,  hath,  in  his  service 
with  the  said  J.  W.,  F.  S.  G.,  and  J.  D.,  been  guilty  of 
divers  misdemeanours  and  ill  behaviour  towards  his  said 
masters,  and  particularly  that  the  said  William  Leigh 
hath  absented  himself  from  the  service  of  the  said  J.  W., 
F.  S.  G.,  and  J.  D.,  before  the  term  of  his  contract  with 
them  was  completed,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute 
in  that  case  made. 

"  Sworn  before  me,  Colin  Lindsay. 

"  Adam  Gregory." 

On  the  23rd  of  August  the  plaintiff  was  brought  up 
under  the  sidd  warrant  to  the  office  of  the  clerk  to  the 
justice  of  the  peace  of  the  said  county  at  Wigan^  in 
th^  said  county,  where  the  said  justices  held  their  ses- 
sions and  meetings.  When  the  plaintiff  was  brought 
up,  there  were  three  justices  present,  the  Eev.  Mr. 
Gunning,  Mr.  Silvester,  and  the  defendant  (below).  I 
was  again  sworn  befoi^  the  defendant  (below)  and  the 
other  justices,  and  the  nature  and  matter  of  my  said 
complaint  and  information  was  inquired  into  by  the  said 
justices.  I  was  examined,  and  that  inquiry  and  exami- 
nation  was  made  in  presence  of  the  plaintiff  (below)^ 
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who  heard  aU  I  said.  After  I  had  been  examined,  the  1848. 
said  justices  asked  the  plaintiff  (below)  if  he  were  guilty 
or  not  guilty;  to  which  the  plaintiff  (below)  said 
"  guilty,'*  in  one  case  and  not  in  another.  The  justice 
asked  him  (the  plaintiff  below)  how  that  was ;  and  he 
said  he  was  guilty  in  not  serving  to  the  end  of  the  no- 
tice. Then  the  said  justices  asked  him  the  plaintiff 
(below),  how  he  was  not  guilty ;  to  which  he  said  his 
place  did  not  suit  him.  The  said  justices  then  said  they 
had  nothing  to  do  with  that,  and  asked  him  if  he  were 
willing  to  go  to  his  work  again ;  he  said  "  no ;"  where- 
upon, afler  the  justices  had  considered  together,  they  di- 
rected their  clerk  to  make  out  a  warrant  of  commitment, 
and  a  printed  form  was  in  consequence  then  filled  up, 
and  was  then  and  there  signed  and  sealed  by  the  defend- 
ant (below),  which  is  the  same  as  the  warrant  produced 
by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  (below) ;  and  the  said 
witness  further  said  that  '^  there  was  always  plenty  of 
work  at  the  said  colliery  for  the  plaintiff  during  the  time 
he  was  there.  Besides  the  plaintiff,  about  twenty  others 
refused  to  work."  That  thereupon  the  said  learned 
Judge,  that  is  to  say.  Sic  Thomas  Coltman  Knighty  in 
summing  up  the  evidence  to  the  said  jury,  charged  and 
directed  the  said  jury,  that  if  they  believed  the  evidence 
so  ^ven,  they  ought,  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
(below),  and  that  the  only  further  question  for  them  was 
the  amount  of  damages ;  whereupon  the  said  counsel  for 
the  defendant  (below)  did  then  and  there  except  to  the 
said  direction  of  the  said  learned  Judge,  and  insist  that 
he  ought  to  have  directed  the  jury  that  the  defendant 
(below),  being  a  magistrate  for  the  said  county,  acting 
in  a  matter  within  his  jurisdiction,  was,  according  to  the 
evidence  of  the  said  Adam  Gregory,  justified  in  com- 
mitting the  plaintiff  (below)  as  aforesaid,  and  therefore, 
that,  if  they  believed  the  evidence  so  ^ven,  they  ought 
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to  find  a  verdict  £»■  the  defendant  (belovr) :  also,  that 
the  aud  conviction  so  given  in  evidence  was  a  defence 
to  this  action,  and  therefore,  that,  if  they  believed  the 
reffldue  of  the  evidence  eo  given,  and  besides  and  except 
that  given  by  the  said  Adam  Gregory,  they  ought  to 
find  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  (below),  notwithstanding 
they  believed  the  said  evidence  so  giv^i  as  aforesaid  aa 
behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  &c 

Cffwlinff  {Bumie  with  him),  for  the  plaintiff'In  error  (a). 
(The  following  points  were  ai^;ued  by  counsel  on  both 
sides:  1st,  whether  tJie  conviction  was  drawn  up  by  the 
magistrate  too  late  in  point  of  time.  2ndly,  whether  a 
magistrnte  is  protected  by  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  141,  in  all 
cases  of  conviction  by  him,  unless  he  be  proved  to  have 
acted  malidou^y.  3rdly,  whether  a  discharge  of  a  pri- 
soner by  habeas  corpus,  which  is  no  matter  of  record, 
avuls  to  quash  a  conviction  subsequently  drawn  up, 
which  is  matter  of  record.  4tJily,  whether  the  oonvictiim 
set  out  in  the  bill  of  exceptions  was  invalid,  because  it  did 
not  negative  that  the  plidntiff  below  had  lawful  excuse 
for  absenting  himself  from  service ;  but  as  the  Court 
expressly  abstained  from  deciding  any  of  these  pcHnts, 
the  aiguments  on  them  are  omitted). 

Whatever  may  be  the  opinion  of  the  Court  as  to  the 
snffidency  of  the  warrant  of  commitment,  t^e  plaintiff 
in  error  has  a  right  to  rely  on  the  conviction  as  a  good 
defence  to  the  action.  Chaiiey  v.  Payne  (h) ;  Rex  v. 
Barker  (c);  Mousey  v,  Jokiuon  (d);  Gray  v.  Cook- 
ion  (e).  These  coses  shew  that  a  conviction  may  be 
drawn  up  after  a  warrant  of  commitment,  and  after  a 

(a)  Hay  13, 1847,  before  Sir  (()  I  (^  B.  B.  712. 

T.  Wilde,  C.  J.,  ifoHfo,  Oren-  (c)  1  Ewt,  186. 

wdl,  and  WiUiemt,  Js.,  and  {d)  12  East,  67. 

Parte,  Roife,  and  Piatt,  fi>.  <«)  16  Eut,  13. 
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defendant  has  been  liberated  by  habeas  corpus.  It  is  1848. 
true  that  in  Chancy  y.  Payne  (a),  it  was  held,  that  a 
second  conviction  could  not  be  drawn  up  after  a  previous 
one  had  been  quashed  on  appeal ;  but  it  did  not  decide 
that  a  second  cannot  be  drawn  up  after  one  conviction 
has  been  returned  to  the  sessions,  and  before  any  pro- 
ceeding has  been  taken  to  quash  the  former;  on  the  con- 
trary. Lord  Denmatii  C.  J.,  in  his  judgment  in  that 
case  says,  "  Possibly,  it  may  be  competent  to  the  ma^- 
stiate,  even  after  such  return  of  an  informal  conviction, 
to  return  another  formal  one  before  any  motion  is  made 
to  quash  the  conviction,  or  appeal  heard."  Gray  v. 
Cookton  {b)  is  still  more  in  point;  there  the  convicticm 
on  whidi  the  defendant,  a  magistrate,  relied,  was  drawn 
up  after  a  previous  warrant  of  commitment,  as  in  this 
case,  and  after  action  commenced.  But  assuming  that 
the  conviction  cannot  be  looked  at,  still  the  warrant  of 
commitment  is  a  sufBcient  defence,  and  will  be  held  to 
contain  in  itself  a  good  conviction:  Johnson  v.  Beid{€). 
[Afizttle,  J. — You  must  mean  that  the  commitment  is  to 
be  taken  as  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  (below)  was 
properly  convicted?]  Yes;  that  seems  to  be  the  purport 
of  the  words  in  it,  '^upon  due  consideration,  I  have  ad- 
judged and  determined "  the  said  complaint  to  be  true. 
[JParhey  B. — In  In  re  Gray(d),  my  brother  Patteson  has 
decided  that  if  a  commitment  professes  to  be  a  con- 
viction as  well,  it  must  be  as  formal  as  a  regular  convic- 
tion in  all  respects.]  That  case  seems  opposed  to  Bay^ 
Us  V.  Strickland  (e),  which  was  one  of  summary  juris- 
diction ;  there  it  was  held,  that,  there  being  nothing  on 
the  face  of  tiie  warrant  of  commitment  to  make  it  void. 


(a)  1  Q.  B.  R.  712.  ((f)  1  New  Seas.  Cas.  354. 

{h)  16  East,  13.  (e)  1  Scott,  N.  B.  640. 

(c)  6  M.  &  W.  124. 
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1848.        neither  the  magistrates  who  had  drawn  it  up  nor  the 
officer  who  executed  it  could  be  treated  as  trespassers. 

Joseph  Addison  {Fry  with  him)  contrd. — In  re  Gray  (a), 
already  cited  by  the  Court,  and  In  re  Hammond(b)y  which 
was  under  the  same  statute,  are  decisive  authorities  that 
the  commitment  in  this  case  must  be  read  as  a  conviction ; 
as  such  it  is  clearly  defective,  and  a  commitment  which  is 
itself  a  conviction  and  defective  is  no  defence  to  an  action. 
In  Johnson  v.  Reid{c)  there  was  no  conviction,  but  a 
commitment  only,  and  Parke,  B.,  held  it  was  defective 
in  not  stating  that  the  contract  was  entered  into,  the 
work  done,  or  the  plaintiff  found,  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  magistrate,  all  of  which  were  defects  on  the 
instrument  itself.  [Parhe,  B. — The  contention  on  the 
other  side  will  be,  that  this,  being  only  a  commitment, 
does  not  require  all  the  forms  of  a  conviction.  It  will 
not  be  contended  that  if  this  is  a  conviction,  it  is  not 
bad :  it  clearly  is  bad,  as  such,  for  it  does  not  set  out 
the  evidence,  which  a  conviction  must  do.]  [CowKng 
admitted  it  was  bad  as  a  conviction.]  Then  the  ques- 
tion is,  whether  the  second  conviction  could  be  read  at 
the  trial  as  a  defence.  It  is  submitted  that  it  could  not. 
The  6  Geo.  4,  c.  34,  requires  a  magistrate  to  '^  commit 
only.  Nothing  is  said  about  a  conviction ;  consequently, 
there  can  be  but  one  instrument,  and  that,  by  whatever 
name  it  is  to  be  called,  must  be  construed  with  the  strict- 
ness of  a  conviction.  [Mavlef  J. — Would  a  commit- 
ment be  enough  which  referred  to  abatement  of  wages 
under  the  act?]  Probably  it  would;  the  magistrate 
might  commit,  in  the  first  instance,  and  make  an  order 
as  to  the  abatement  of  wages  afterwards. 

The  cases  cited  on  the  other  side  on  this  point  do  not 


(a)  1  New  Sees.  Cas.  354.  {h)  2  New  Sess.  Cas.  397. 

(c)  6  M.  &  W.  124. 
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apply ;  in  none  of  them  were  there  two  convictions.  In  1848. 
Bex  y.  Barker  (a)  there  was  no  previous  formal  commit- 
ment, and  Lord  Kent/an^  C.  J.,  said,  in  his  judgment, 
*^  it  is  matter  of  constant  experience  for  magistrates  to 
take  minutes  of  their  proceedings,  without  attending  to 
the  precise  form  of  them  at  the  time  when  they  pro- 
nounce their  judgment,  to  serve  as  memorandums  for 
them  to  draw  up  a  more  formal  statement  of  them  after- 
wards, to  be  returned  to  the  sessions."  Chaney  v. 
Paine  (b)  was  a  case  of  substitution  of  one  document  for 
another.  In  Massey  v.  Johnson  (c)  the  instrument 
drawn  up  by  the  magistrate  was  treated  as  a  convic- 
tion, but  in  fact  was  not  one.  That  case  proceeded 
under  the  7th  sect,  of  the  17  Geo.  2,  c  5,  which  em- 
powered magistrates  to  send  offenders  to  gaol  until  the 
quarter  sessions,  and  then,  by  sect.  9,  they  are  to  adju- 
dicate on  the  case ;  the  instrument,  therefore,  was  only 
a  ooDunitment  to  safe  custody  until  the  sessions.  [Maule^ 
J. — Suppose  the  offender  had  been  convicted  and  sen- 
tenced, as  he  might  have  been,  to  a  shorter  period  than 
the  next  sessions,  would  not  a  good  conviction  have  been 
necessary  in  that  case?]  Perhaps  it  would;  but  the 
difficulty  did  not  arise.  As  a  conviction,  the  instru- 
ment there  was  clearly  not  defensible ;  the  case,  how- 
ever, seems  to  have  been  badly  considered,  and  cannot 
be  taken  as  an  authority.  In  Gray  v.  Cookson  [d)  there 
was  only  one  conviction,  and  that  case  only  proved  that 
a  conviction  may  be  drawn  up  after  action  commenced. 
Moreover,  in  the  information  which  is  set  out,  no  time 
is  stated  when  the  offence  was  committed.  [^Mauky  J. — 
It  may  have  been  made  before  the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  34,  passed, 
and  it  calls  the  informer  ^^  underlooker,"  which  is  not  a 
word  contained  in  the  act.]     The  information,  therefore. 


(a)  1  East,  186.  (c)  12  East,  67. 

(b)  1  Q.  B.  R.  712.  {d)  16  East,  13. 
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1848.  seems  to  be  bad  itself  It  is  true  that  in  the  conTiction 
reciting  the  information,  the  informer  is  called  ^^manager'' 
as  well,  but  that,  even  if  it  were  available  for  any  pur- 
pose, cannot  be  relied  on  to  supply  defects  in  the  original 
information.  (^'Paley  on  Convictions,"  3rd  ed.,  p.  91.) 
The  information,  therefore,  may  have  been  made  by  an 
incompetent  person.  The  warrant  is  also  defective,  be- 
cause it  does  not  state  that  the  contract  of  service  was 
in  writing,  or  that  the  plaintiff  (below)  had  entered  on 
the  service  at  the  time  of  his  supposed  offence.  This 
objection  goes  to  the  jurisdiction.  Either  the  servant 
must  have  failed  to  enter  upon  his  service,  in  which  case 
the  contract  to  serve  must  be  in  writing;  or,  having 
entered  into  the  service,  he  must  absent  himself  from  it, 
in  order  to  constitute  an  offence  under  the  act;  but 
neither  in  the  information  or  warrant  are  either  of  these 
requisites  stated. 

CawKfifff  in  reply. — Assuming  the  warrant  of  com- 
mitment to  be  the  only  instrument  on  whidi  the  plain- 
tiff in  error  can  rely,  he  seems  still  to  be  sufficiently 
protected.  The  3rd  sect  of  the  act  does  not  use  the 
word  "  conviction  "  at  all,  and  it  cannot  have  intended 
an  instrument  in  the  nature  of  a  formal  conviction  to 
have  been  necessary,  because,  if  the  ma^trate  had 
thought  proper  to  abate  all  the  servant's  wages,  instead 
of  sending  him  to  prison,  he  could  not  then  have  drawn 
up  any  formal  document.  But  while  it  is  conceded 
that  the  commitment  in  question  is  not  sufficient  as  a 
conviction,  and  assuming  that  a  conviction  is  not  in  all 
cases  necessary,  still  it  has  not  been  shewn  that  there 
may  not  be  one.  Indeed,  die  authorities  are  the  other 
way.  In  Rex  v.  Rhodes  (a),  which  was  a  case  under  the 
same  act  as  Massey  v.  Johnson  (i),  it  was  held  that  there 

(a)  4  T.  B.  220.  (6)  12  East,  67. 
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might  be  a  conTictioii.  [^Parhej  B. — That  seems  un-  i848. 
ceitain^  from  the  obseiratioDfl  of  Mr.  Justice  Ashhurst 
Maade,  J. — Suppose  a  defendant  to  be  acquitted,  must 
he  not  have  it  recorded,  in  order  to  enable  him  to  plead 
aiitrefoiB  acquit;  that  shows  there  must  be  another 
document  besides  the  committal  in  execution.]  That  is 
BO»  and  in  sudi  a  case  a  conviction  must  be  returned  and 
filed.  [WUUamSy  J. — It  certainly  seems  that  there  was 
a  separate  convidion  in  Hardy  y.  Ryle  (a).] 

Cur.  adr.  yult. 

Parke,  B.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 
— This  case  came  before  us  on  a  bill  of  exceptions  to  the 
direction  of  my  brother  CoUman^  on  the  trial  of  an  action 
of  trespass  and  false  imprisonment  brought  by  the  plain- 
tiff  below  against  the  defendant  below.  It  appeared  that 
the  plaintiff  was  committed  to  the  House  of  Correction 
at  Kirkdale,  in  Lancashire,  by  a  warrant  under  the 
hand  and  seal  of  the  defendant^  Mr.  Lindsay,  a  justice 
of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Lancashire,  which  war- 
rant was  to  this  eflfect : — (his  lordship  then  read  the 
warrant).  The  plaintiff  remained  in  prison  under  this 
warrant)  and  was  kept  to  hard  labour  until  he  was  di»- 
diarged  by  habeas  corpus  by  my  brother  Wightman, 
The  defendant  put  in  evidence  a  conviction  on  parch- 
ment under  his  own  hand  and  seal^  drawn  up  after  the 
discharge  of  the  plaintiff  on  the  habeas  corpus.  This 
conviction  purported  to  be  on  the  information  on  oadi 
of  one  Adam  Gregory,  underlooker  and  manager  of 
Whfiley  and  others,  carrying  on  a  colliery ;  and  stated 
that  the  plaintiff  contracted  to  serve  Whaley  and  others, 
entered  into  such  service,  and  absented  himself  from  the 
service  before  the  term  of  his  contract  wais  com- 

(a)  9  B.  &  C.  608. 
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1848.  pleted;  and  then  proceeds  to  set  out  the  eyidence,  and 
to  adjudicate  upon  it  in  due  form.  Adam  Gregory  was 
examined  as  a  witness  on  the  trial,  and  deposed  that  he 
was  underlooker,  manager,  and  agent  of  Whaley  and 
others ;  that  he  hired  the  plaintiff,  who  entered  on  the 
seryice  and  absented  himself  without  iawftil  excuse ;  he 
also  proved  that  he  went  before  the  magistrate  and  de- 
posed on  oath  to  all  the  circumstances  before  mentioned 
relative  to  the  plaintiff  and  to  the  colliery,  and  exhi- 
bited his  information  in  writing,  which,  however,  stated 
him  to  be  underlooker  only.  The  information  was 
produced  and  read.  In  summing  up,  the  learned  Judge 
directed  the  jury  that  if  they  believed  the  evidence,  they 
ought  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  This  direction 
was  excepted  to;  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict,  and  the 
sole  question  is  whether  the  direction  was  right  We 
are  of  opinion  that  it  was.  The  case  was  elaborately 
argued  before  us,  and  some  important  questions  dis- 
cussed, upon  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  give  an  opinion, 
for  we  think  the  commitment  is  bad  upon  grounds  irre- 
spective of  some  of  those  questions. 

Mr.  Addison,  for  the  plaintiff,  argued,  and  we  think 
rightly,  that,  under  the  statute  under  which  the  commit- 
ment took  place,  the  4  Geo.  4,  c  34  (for  the  commit- 
ment to  hard  labour  cannot  be  supported  under  the  6 
Geo.  3,  c.  25),  the  legislature  did  not  intend  that  there 
should  be  any  other  instrument  to  authorise  the  deten- 
tion than  the  warrant  pr  order  to  commit,  founded  on 
the  proper  infonnation  by  the  master  or  his  agent ;  that 
no  conviction  properly  so  called  was  required  or  au- 
thorised to  be  filed  at  the  sessions,  and  that  if  the  war- 
rant of  commitment  was  defective,  the  imprisonment 
was  unlawful,  and  could  not  be  rendered  legal  by  con- 
necting it  with  the  formal  conviction.  This  is  a  ques- 
tion of  the  construction  of  the  particular  act  of  Parlia- 
ment under  which  the  commitment  took  place,  for  it  is 
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just  as  competent  to  the  legislature  to  authorise  a  magi-  1848. 
strate  to  exercise  a  sunmiary  authority  out  of  the  course 
of  common  law  by  a  simple  order  which  shall  be  deli- 
vered to  the  person  who  is  to  execute  it,  and  be  his  war^ 
rant  for  so  doing,  and  remain  in  his  custody,  as  it  is  to 
authorise  him  to  proceed  by  summary  conviction  (which 
is  to  be  filed  at  the  sessions)  and  commitment  thereon, 
though  the  latter  is  by  far  the  more  usual  course.  A 
reference  to  the  6  Geo.  3,  c.  25,  in  pari  materifi,  and 
the  case  of  Bex  v.  The  Justices  of  Staffordshire  (a), 
which  treats  such  an  instrument  as  an  order  and  com- 
mitment only,  not  a  conviction,  strongly  confirms  this 
view  of  the  case,  and  the  context  in  the  4  Geo.  4,  c  34, 
shews  that  in  dealing  with  cases  brought  before  them 
by  complaint  of  the  master  or  manager,  as  in  abating 
wages,  an  order  is  all  that  would  be  required  to  be  made 
by  the  justices. 

But  by  whatever  name  this  instrument  is  called,  we 
think  it  clear  that  it  is  the  only  instrument  which  the 
l^islature  intended  to  exist  in  this  case.  This  must 
necessarily  be  in  the  custody  of  the  keeper  of  the  gaol, 
and  no  mention  is  made,  expressly  or  by  implication,  of 
any  other  instrument,  still  less  of  the  formal  record 
which  is  to  be  filed  at  the  sessions,  and  form  one 
of  its  records.  In  the  case  of  Johnson  v.  Reid{h\  I 
expressed  an  opinion  that  no  conviction  was  necessary 
under  the  statute,  to  which  opinion  I  adhere ;  but  whe- 
ther this  be  an  order,  as  indeed  we  think  it  is,  or  be  in 
the  nature  of  a  conviction,  it  being,  as  it  seems  to  us,  the 
only  document  the  existence  of  which  the  legislature 
contemplated,  the  legality  of  the  imprisonment  must 
depend  on  the  legality  and  sufficiency  of  that  instrument 
alone. 

Now  whether  this  instrument  is  to  be  construed  with 

(a)  12  East,  572.  {h)  6  M.  &  W.  124. 
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1848.  less  degree  of  strictness,  as  bdng  an  order  according  to 
the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Rex  y.  Lloyd  (a),  or  with  a 
greater  degree  as  being  a  conviction,  as  the  court  of 
Queen's  Bench  in  some  recent  cases>  sa  In  re  Ham," 
mand  (ft),  have  intiiHated,  we  think  it  bad.  Every  in* 
Btrument  which  is  to  affect  a  man's  liberty  or  property 
out  of  the  course  of  the  commcm  law,  ought  on  the  face 
of  it  to  shew  the  authority  sufficiently,  and  we  think 
this  does  not.  We  do  not  consider  it  necessary  to  say 
whether  the  objection  is  well  founded  which  appears  to 
have  prevailed  in  the  case  In  re  Turner  (c)  to  a  sixmlar 
warrant,  namely,  that  it  does  not  state  that  the  plaintiff 
had  absented  himself  without  lawful  excuse,  because  we 
think  that  the  commitment  is  invalid,  as  it  does  not 
bring  the  case  within  the  4  Gea  4,  a  34,  by  an 
averment  either  that  the  contract  to  serve  was  in  writing, 
or  that  the  service  was  entered  upon — one  of  those  two 
circumstances  being  essential  to  give  the  magistrate 
jurisdiction  to  commit  to  hard  labour.  For  these  reasons 
we  are  of  opinion  that  the  commitment  did  not  afford  a 
justification  to  the  defendant  below. 

This  view  of  the  case  makes  it  unnecessary  to  decide 
whether  this  conviction  could  be  connected  with  the 
commitment,  looking  at  the  peculiar  frame  of  it,  and 
supposing  that  it  was  competent  to  the  magistrate  under 
this  statute  to  support  his  warrant  by  a  proper  convio- 
tion  filed  at  the  sessions ;  nor  is  it  necessary  to  decide 
whether  this  conviction  is  bad  on  the  face  of  it,  nor 
whether,  supposing  it  to  have  been  otherwise  unobjec- 
tionable, it  was  filed  too  late,  or  was  in  the  same  condi- 
tion by  reason  of  the  plaintiff's  prior  discharge,  as  if  it 
had  been  filed  after  a  former  conviction  quashed. 

These  questions  were  fully  argued,  but  in  the  view 

(a)  2  Str.  996.  (ft)  2  New  Seas.  Cas.  397. 

(c)  2  New  Seas.  Cas.  403. 
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we  take  of  the  case  thej  are  immaterial,  and  being  satis- 
fied that  the  right  to  imprison  the  plaintiff  and  keep 
him  to  hard  labour  depends  wholly  on  the  validity  of  the 
warrant,  that  being  the  only  instrument  contemplated 
by  the  act,  we  think  the  direction  was  rights  and  there- 
fore the  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 
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Judgment  affirmed. 
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(Ktourt  of  ahtutrCa  Bencf). 
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Feb,  Qrd.  Attwood  v.  Joliffe  and  Another. 

In  order  to  IBESPASS  and  false  imprisonment.  Plea:  Not 
iiction  byjnii.  guilty  by  statute.  The  case  was  tried  before  Wight- 
*t«^t^°^i5  ^ff^T^i  J«j  at  the  summer  assizes  for  the  county  of  Somer- 
Ricfa.  2,  c.  2,  set,  1844,  when  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff  by 
c.  9,  it  moat  be  Consent,  for  10/.  damages  and  costs  of  suit,  subject  to  the 
themtiiattiiCTe  opi^^^^^  of  this  Court  on  a  case.  The  plaintiff  was  a 
wuu  wellan    labourer,  and  the  defendants  were  justices  of  the  peace 

unlawfoL  entry  '  . 

on  the  premi-     for  the  county  of  Somerset,  who,  on  the  18th  April, 

dbie  detainer.     1844,  signed  and  sealed  the  following  warrant  of  corn- 
Where  a  con-  ,^:4,_»^«4. , 
miction  stated     mitment:— 

tiiat  jnstioes 

had  conTicted         County  of  Somerset. — T.  R.  JoIifFe,  clerk,  and  J.  T.  Joliffe, 

G.  A.  of  Esq.,  two  of  the  justices,  &c.      To  the  keeper  of  her  Majesty's 

tainer  nnon  ^^^  **  Shipton  Mallett,  &c.     Whereas,  upon  complaint  made 

their  own  Tiew,  unto  us  by  John  Hold  way,  overseer  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of 

and  that  after-  Hemmington,  in  the  said  county,  we  went  to  the  dwelling-house 

plaint  wu  °''  belonging  to  the  overseers  of  the  said  parish  of  fiemmington 

made  to  the  aforesaid,  in  the  said  county,  and  there  found  Geoige  Attwood, 

justices  that  j^te  of  Hemmington  aforesaid,  labourer,  forcibly' and  with  strong 

fondUy  entered  ^^^^  ^^^  armed  power,  holding  the  said  house  against  the  peace 

the  premises,  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen,  and  against  the  form  of  the  statute 

and  that  notice  in  g^ch  case  made  and  provided :   Therefore,  we  send  you  by  the 

pla^t  was™'  bringers  thereof,  the  body  of  the  said  Geoige  Attwood,  convicted 

given  to  the 
said  6.  A.,  who 

received  the  said  notice  but  said  nothing,  and  then  went  on  to  allege  that  the  justices  re- 
ceived evidence  on  oath  of  the  unlawful  entry : — Held,  that  the  conviction  was  bad,  for  not 
shewing  that  G.  A.  had  been  summoned  to  answer  the  charge  of  the  unlawful  entry,  or  that 
he  had  had  any  opportunity  afforded  him  of  defending  himself  against  such  chaige. 
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of  the  said  forcible  holding  by  our  own  view,  testimony,  and  re- 
cord, commanding  you  in  her  said  Majesty's  name  to  receive  him 
into  your  said  gaol,  and  there  safely  to  keep  him  until  he  shall 
have  paid  the  sum  of  5^.,  of  good  and  lawful  money  of  Great 
Britain,  to  our  said  sovereign  lady  the  Queen,  which  we  have  set 
and  imposed  upon  him  for  a  fine  and  ransom  for  his  said  trespass. 
Herein  fail  you  not,  at  the  peril  that  may  follow  thereof.    Given 

at  &c.,the  18th  April,  1844. 

Thos.  R.  Joliffe  (l.  s.), 

J.  T.  Jolifre(L.  8.). 

Under  this  warrant  the  plaintiff  was  arrested  on  the 
18th  April,  1844,  and  imprisoned  until  the  30th  of  May 
following.  On  the  trial,  the  defendants  put  in  and 
proved  a  record  of  conviction,  duly  signed  by  the.defend- 
suits,  which  was  as  follows : — 


1848. 


Attwood 

V, 
JOLIVFS. 


Somersetshire,  to  wit. — Be  it  remembered,  that  on  the  5th  of 
March,  1844,  at  Elilmersdon,  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  J. 
Holdway,  one  of  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Hem- 
mington,  in  the  hundred  of  Kilmersdon,  in  the  said  county,  did 
personally  come  before  me,  John  Twyford  Joliffe,  Esq.,  one  of 
the  justices  &c.,  and  did  then  and  there,  on  behalf  of  himself 
and  J.  Dovell,  the  overseers  of  the  poor,  and  of  W.  Cradock  and 
J.  Cradock,  the  churchwardens  of  the  said  parish  of  H.  for  the 
time  being,  prefer  an  information  and  complaint  upon  oath  before 
me,  the  justice  aforesaid,  against  George  Attwood,  a  poor  person, 
residing  in  the  said  parish  of  H.,  for  that  he  the  said  G.  Attwood, 
having  been  permitted  to  occupy  a  parish  house  situate  in  the 
parish  of  H.  aforesaid,  in  the  said  county,  and  two  rooms  and 
apartments  there,  being  in  and  parcel  of  the  said  parish  house* 
and  being  parish  rooms,  apartments  and  tenements  belonging 
to  the  said  parish  of  H.,  had  refused  to  quit  the  same,  and 
to  deliver  Tip  the  possession  thereof  to  them,  the  said  church- 
wardens and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  pansh  of  H. 
Jor  the  time  being,  within  one  month  after  notice  and  demand 
in  writing  for  that  purpose,  signed  by  the  said  churchwardens 
and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  for  the  time  being, 
and  delivered  to  him,  the  said  G.  Attwood,  personally,  accord- 
ing to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided  : 
And  whereas  it  appeared  unto  us  the  said  J.  Twyford  Joliffe, 
and  T.  R.  Joliffe,  clerk,  justices,  &c.,  that  the  said  G.  Attwood 
has  been  duly  summoned  to  answer  the  said  complaint  seven 
days  at  least  before  the  time  of  hearing  the  same  :  And  whereas, 
upon  the  appearance  of  the  said  G.  Attwood  before  us  the  said 
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justices  at  Kilmendon  aforesaid,  in  the  said  county,  on  the  18th 
of  March,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  sum- 
mons, we,  the  said  justices,  did  proceed  to  hear  the  matter  of  the 
said  comphiint,  and  did  then  and  there  adjourn  the  further  hear- 
ing and  determination  of  the  said  complaint  to  the  1st  of  April 
then  next,  at  the  hour  of  11  in  the  forenoon,  at  Kilmersdon 
aforesaid,  giving  due  notice  to  the  said  G.  Attwood  of  the  said 
adjournment,  and  of  the  day,  hour,  and  place  thereof,  and  that 
he,  the  said  G.  Attwood  might  attend  at  the  said  further  hear- 
ing :  And  whereas  the  said  J.  Holdway  di4  appear  before  us  the 
said  justices  on  the  said  1st  of  April,  but  the  said  G.  Attwood 
did  not  appear  before  us  the  said  justices  on  the  said  1st  of  April, 
in  pursuance  of  the  said  notice ;  whereupon  we  the  said  justices 
did  on  the  said  Ist  of  April,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  at  Kilmersdon 
aforesaid,  in  the  said  county,  proceed  further  to  hear  and  deter- 
mine the  matter  of  the  said  complaint,  and  did  then  find  and 
adjudge  the  same  to  be  true  :  And  whereas  we  the  said  justices 
did  thereupon,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  by 
warrant  under  our  hands  and  seals,  according  to  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  deliver  possession  of  the 
said  parish  house,  rooms,  apartments  and  tenements,  to  the  said 
churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  H.  for 
the  time  being,  and  the  said  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the 
poor  of  the  said  parish  for  the  time  being  did  then  and  there 
accept  and  receive  from  us,  as  such  justices  sis  aforesaid,  and  enter 
into  possession  of  the  same,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in 
such  case  made  and  provided :  And  whereas  on  the  15th  of  April, 
in  the  year  aforesaid,  at  Kilmersdon  aforesaid,  in  the  county  of 
Somerset  aforesaid,  the  said  J.  Holdway  personally  appeared  be- 
fore us,  T.  R.  Joliffe,  clerk,  and  J.  T.  Joliffe,  Esq.,  the  justices 
aforesaid,  &c.,  and  did  then,  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  churchwar- 
dens and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  H.  for  the  time 
being,  prefer  an  information  and  complaint  upon  oath,  that  the 
said  G.  Attwood  of  H.  aforesaid,  labourer,  into  the  said  parish 
house  of  the  said  parish,  situate  in  the  said  parish  ^f  H.,  in  the 
said  county,  and  into  the  said  two  rooms  and  apartments,  then 
being  in  and  parcel  of  the  said  parish  house,  and  being  parish 
rooms,  apartments  and  tenements,  did,  on  the  3rd  of  April,  1844, 
unlawfully  and  forcibly  enter,  and  them  the  churchwardens  and 
overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  for  the  time  being,  from 
and  out  of  the  said  house,  rooms,  apartments  and  tenements, 
whereof  the  said  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the 
said  parish  for  the  time  being  at  the  time  of  the  entry  aforesaid 
were  seised,  as  of  the  freehold  of  them,  the  said  churchwardens 
and  overseers  of  the  said  parish  for  the  time  being,  to  them  and 
their  successors,  unlawfully,  forcibly,  and  with  strong  hand 
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ejected,  expelled,  and  amoved,  and  the  said  house,  rooms,  apart- 
ments and  tenements  from  them  the  said  churchwardens  and 
overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  for  the  time  being,  unlaw- 
fully, forcibly,  and  with  strong  hand  did  still  hold,  and  from  them 
detain,  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  pro- 
vided :  Whereupon  the  said  J.  Holdway,  for  and  on  behalf  of 
the  said  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish 
for  the  time  being,  then,  to  wit,  on  the  said  15th  of  April,  in  the 
year  aforesaid,  at  Kilmersdon  aforesaid,  in  the  said  county,  prayed 
of  us,  so  as  aforesaid  being  justices,  that  a  due  remedy  be  provided 
to  them  in  this  behalf,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such 
case  made  and  provided,  which  complaint  and  prayer  by  us  the 
aforesaid  justices  being  heard,  we  the  said  T.  R.  JoliiFe,  and 
J.  T.  Joliffe,  the  justices  aforesaid,  did  on  the  day  and  year  last 
aforesaid  give  notice  to  the  said  G.  Attwood  of  the  said  complaint 
and  prayer,  and  the  said  G.  Attwood  on  the  same  day  and  year 
aforesaid  received  the  said  notice,  but  said  nothing  then  or  at  any 
other  time  in  bar  or  preclusion  of  us  the  said  justices  enforcing 
against  him  the  provisions  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and 
provided  ;  and  thereupon  we,  the  said  T.  R.  Joliffe,  and  J.  T. 
Joliffe,  the  justices  aforesaid,  to  the  house  aforesaid  pei*sonally 
have  come  on  the  18th  of  April^  1844,  and  do  there  find  the  afore- 
sud  G.  Attwood,  the  aforesaid  house,  rooms,  apartments  and 
tenements,  with  force  and  ^rms  unlawfully,  forcibly,  and  with 
strong  hand  detaining,  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case 
made  and  provided,  as  he  the  said  J.  Holdway  so  as  aforesaid 
hath  unto  us  complained :  And  whereas  it  hath  been  made  to 
appear  unto  us  the  said  justices,  on  the  oath  of  one  credible  wit- 
ness, the  said  J.  Holdway,  and  one  other  credible  witness,  to  wit, 
John  Weeks,  of  the  parish  of  H.  aforesaid,  in  the  said  county, 
that  the  said  G.  Attwood,  on  the  3rd  of  April  in  the  year  afore- 
said, unlawfully  and  forcibly  did  enter  the  parish  house,  rooms, 
apartments  and  tenements,  therefore  it  is  considered  by  us  the 
aforesaid  justices,  who  have  duly  ascertained  the  truth  of  all  and 
singular  the  premises  aforesaid,  and  well  know  the  same  to  be 
true,  that  the  aforesaid  G,  Attwood  of  the  forcibly  detaining 
aforesaid  with  strong  hand,  by  our  own  proper  view  now  here  as 
aforesaid  had,  is  convicted  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute 
aforesaid ;  whereupon  we  the  justices  aforesaid  do  set  and  impose 
a  fine  of  5^.,  to  be  paid  by  him  to  our  said  sovereign  lady  the 
Queen  for  the  said  offence,  and  do  cause  him  to  be  arrested,  and 
the  same  G.  Attwood  being  convicted  upon  our  own  proper  view 
of  the  forcibly  detaining  aforesaid  with  strong  hand  aforesaid,  by 
us  the  aforesaid  justices  is  committed  to  the  gaol  of  our  said 
sovereign  lady  the  Queen  at  Shepton  Mallett,  in  the  said  county 
of  Somerset,  being  the  next  gaol  to  the  house,  rooms,  apartments, 
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1848.         ^"^  tenements  aforesaid,  there  to  abide  until  he  shall  have  paid 

^     V      "^       his  fine  to  our  said  sovereign  lady  the  Queen,  for  his  offence  afore- 

Attwood      saidy  concerning  which  the  premises  aforesaid  we  do  make  this 

JoLiFFJi.       ®^'  record.    In  witness  whereof  we,  the  aforesaid  T.  R.  JoliffCy 

and  J.  T.  Joliffe,  the  justices  aforesaid,  to  this  record  our  hands 

and  seals  do  set,  at  the  parish  of  Hemmington  aforesaid,  in  the 

county  of  Somerset  aforesaid,  this  18th  of  April,  1844. 

Thos.  R.  Jolifi^e  (l.  s.) 
J.  T.  Jolifre(L.  s.) 

Se^(eral  objections  were  taken  to  the  warrant  of  com- 
mitment, on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  disclose  any 
offence  over  which  the  magistrates  had  jurisdiction. 

The  following  objections  were  taken  to  the  convic- 
tion : — 

1.  That  it  did  not  appear  that  there  was  any  com- 
plaint or  evidence  as  to  the  nature  of  the  plaintiff's  te- 
nancy^  or  anything  to  shew  that  his  tenancy  or  interest 
in  the  house  was  determined,  or  that  the  churchwardens 
and  overseers  were  entitled  to  possession. 

2.  That  there  was  not  any  evidence  on  oath,  or  any 
evidence  taken  before  the  two  justices  on  the  18th  of 
March  or  the  1st  of  April,  to  justify  them  granting 
their  warrant  to  deliver  possession  to  the  overseers. 

V  3.  That  the  plaintiff  was  not  summoned  to  answer 
the  complaint  of  forcible  entry  and  detainer. 

4.  That  there  was  not  any  evidence  of  the  house 
being  a  parish  house,  or  belonging  to  the  overseers,  or 
that  the  justices  adjudicated  as  to  that  point. 

5.  That  it  did  not  state  that  Weeks,  one  of  the  wit- 
nesses, was  examined  on  oath. 

6.  That  the  plaintiff  was  not  convicted  of  an  illegal 
entry. 

7.  That  the  plaintiff  was  not  convicted  of  detaining 
the  house  against  the  overseers  of  the  poor. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was, 
whether  the  conviction  and  warrant  of  commitment,  or 
either  of  them,  are  sufficient  to  justify  the  imprison- 
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ment  of  the  plaintiff;  and  if  the  Court  shall  be  of  opin-         1848. 
ion  that  the  said  conviction  and  warrant,  or  either  of     attwood 
them,  are  not  sufficient  to  justify  the  said  imprisonment,  ''• 

then  the  verdict  found  for  the  plaintiff  to  stand ;  but  if 
the  Court  shall  be  of  a  contrary  opinion,  then  a  verdict 
for  the  defendant,  or  a  nonsuit  to  be  entered,  as  the 
Court  may  direct. 

Kinglakey  Serjt.  (with  whom  was  Butt),  for  the  plain- 
tiff.— One  objection  to  the  conviction  is,  that  it  does  not 
state  that  the  plaintiff  was  sununoned  to  answer  the  com* 
plaint  of  forcible  entry  and  detainer.  All  that  appears 
is,  that  notice  of  the  complaint  was  given  to  the  plain- 
tiff; that  he  received  it,  and  said  nothing.  That  allega- 
tion is  consistent  with  the  fact,  that  he  received  only  a 
verbal  intimation  that  the  defendants  would,  at  some 
time,  proceed  to  hear  the  evidence  relating  to  the  un- 
lawful entry.  »  Next,  it  does  not  appear  by  the  convic- 
tion that  the  evidence  given  before  the  magistrates  as  to 
the  unlawful  entry  was  received  upon  oath :  Regvna  v. 
Lewis  (fl).  Nor  is  there  any  proper  adjudication  of  the 
unlawful  entry,  or  that  the  house  was  a  dwelling-house 
belonging  to  the  parish.  The  warrant  of  commitment, 
also,  is  deficient  in  this  respect,  and  fails  to  shew  the  juris- 
diction of  the  justices,  and  for  anything  that  appears, 
the  plaintiff  may  have  been  in  possession  of  his  own 
dwelling-house.  It  is  now  settled  that,  in  order  to  give 
magistrates  jurisdiction  under  statutes  15  Kich.  2,  c  2, 
and  8  Hen.  6,  c.  9,  there  must  be  a  forcible  detainer 
after  an  unlawful  entry:  Rex  v.  Oakley (b);  Bex  v. 
fVilson  (c).  It  is  true  that  a  commitment  need  not  set 
out  all  the  particulars  which  are  required  in  a  convic- 
tion, still  jurisdiction  must  appear  on  the  face  of  it; 


(a)  1  Dowl.  &  L.  822.  (b)  4  B.  &  Ad.  907. 

(c)  3  A.  &  E.  817. 
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1848.        Regina  v.  Chaney  (a),  Regina  v.  King  (i) ;  and  where  the 
Attwood      commitment  is  defective  in  that  respect,  such  defect 
^'  cannot  be  supplied  by  reference  to  a  regular  conviction : 

Wiches  V.  Clutterbuck  (c).  The  case  of  Daniel  v.  Phil" 
lips  (d)  may  seem  to  be  an  authority  the  other  way ; 
but  that  case  rested  on  the  provisions  of  a  particular  act 
of  Parliament. 

Crawder  (with  whom  was  Phinn\  for  the  defendants. 
— If  a  warrant  of  commitment  be  sufficiently  explana- 
tory of  the  offence,  then  it  may  be  supported  by  a  good 
conviction.  The  commitment  alleges,  in  the  words  of 
the  statute,  8  Hen.  6,  c.  9,  that  there  was  a  forcible 
holding  of  the  house  against  the  peace  and  against  the 
statute ;  and  the  same  degree  of  particularity  is  not  re- 
quired in  commitments  as  in  convictions.  [Pattesan,  J. 
— In  8  Hen.  6,  c  9,  it  is  recited,  that  the  16  Rich.  2, 
c.  2,  does  not  apply  to  cases  where  there  was  a  lawful 
entry  and  forcible  holding.]  There  is  a  substantial  alle- 
gation in  the  words  of  the  statute,  that  the  plaintiff  was 
doing  an  act  against  the  statute.  Rex  v.  Oakley  {e\ 
and  Rex  v.  Wilson  (/*),  were  cases  on  convictions ;  and 
in  Wickes  v.  Clutterbuck  (g),  the  observations  of  the 
Court  must  be  taken  with  reference  to  the  particular 
facts  of  that  case.  In  Rogers  v.  Jones  {K)^  Daniel  v. 
Phillips  (i),  Rex  v.  Taylor  (A),  and  Stamp  v.  Sweet" 
land{l)y  the  Court  has  referred  to  a  conviction  in  aid  of 
a  commitment.  As  to  the  want  of  a  summons,  it  is  con- 
ceded that  the  conviction  ought  either  to  shew  that  the 
plaintiff  was  summoned,  or  had  otherwise  an  oppoD- 


(a)  6  Dowl.  281.  {g)  2  Bing.  483. 

Ih)  1  Dowl.  &  L.  721.  {h)  3  B.  &  C.  409. 

(c)  2  Bing.  483.  (t)  1  Cr.,  M.,  &  R.  662. 

[d)  1  Cr.,  M.,  &  R.  662.  \h)  6  Dowl.  &  Ry.  662. 

le)  4  B.  &  Ad.  307.  {I)  2  New  Sess.  Cas.  90 ;  8 

{/)  3  A.  &  E.  817.  Q.  B.  R.  13. 
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tunitj  of  defending  himself  Here,  a  good  complaint  1848. 
is  alleged^  and  the  conviction  then  goes  on  to  state,  that 
on  the  15th  of  April  notice  was  given  to  the  plaintiff; 
it  therefore  appears  that  he  had  an  opportunity  of  de- 
fending himself,  but  refused  to  avail  himself  of  it.  It  is 
not  necessary  to  set  out  a  formal  summons. 

Lord  Denman,  C-  J. — I  think  the  objection  to  the 
want  of  summons  must  prevail;  but  I  do  not  express 
any  opinion  on  the  other  objections  that  have  been 
taken,  I  think  they  are  all  open  to  argument  The  ob- 
servations made  by  Best,  C.  J.,  in  fFickes  v.  Clutterbtick, 
upon  the  duties  of  magistrates,  are  exceedingly  good, 
and  ought  to  be  well  considered  by  all  the  magistrates 
in  the  country  when  they  are  about  to  commit  a  person 
to  prison  for  a  violation  of  the  law.  I  think  it  is  not 
necessary  to  consider  whether  the  warrant  be  good  or 
bad,  because  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  conviction 
cannot  be  supported  according  to  the  general  rules  of 
law  repeatedly  laid  down,  aod  particularly  in  this  Court 
by  Lord  Kenyon,  C.  J.,  in  Rex  v.  Benn  §•  Church  (a), 
and  whenever  the  point  has  been  considered  in  any  court 
of  justice,  it  has  always  been  held,  that,  where  a  person 
is  to  be  charged  with  an  offence  and  subjected  to  an  im- 
prisonment, the  proceeding  is  bad  if  he  has  not  had  ail 
opportunity  of  being  heard.  Here  not  only  was  there 
no  summons,,  but  the  plaintiff  had  no  opportunity  of 
being  heard.  The  conviction,  therefore,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances cannot  be  supported,  and  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  judgment. 

Patteson,  J. — It  appears  to  me  unnecessary  to  decide 


(a)  6  T.  R.  198. 
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in  this  case  whether  the  warrant  of  commitment  is 
sufficient  or  not,  by  reason  of  the  reference  in  it  to  the 
statute,  because  the  conviction  is  substantiallj  bad,  and 
shews  a  niateriai  defect  of  jusUce,  and  the  warrant  of 
commitment  alone  cannot  entitle  the  defendant  to  a 
veixlict.  The  fact  stated  on  the  face  of  the  conviction 
is^  that  there  was  a  forcible  holding.  That  alone  does 
not  constitute  an  offence  under  the  statute :  this  we  de- 
cided in  Bex  v.  Wihan ;  but  it  is  also  necessary  that  it 
should  be  shewn  that  there  was  an  unlawful  entry. 
The  magistrates  might  have  convicted  the  plaintiff  of  an 
unlawful  entry,  and  of  a  forcible  detainer  on  view,  for 
both  might  have  taken  place  in  their  presence,  but  that 
is  not  pretended  to  have  occurred  here.  The  convic- 
tion states  a  forcible  holding  on  their  own  view,  but  the 
fact  of  the  unlawful  entry,  which  did  not  take  place  in 
their  presence,  required  to  be  proved  aliunde.  If  so, 
the  person  accused  ought  to  have  had  the  opportunity 
of  examining  the  witnesses  called  to  prove  that  fact. 
This  plaintiff  had  no  such  opportunity.  If  there  had 
been  a  summons,  he  would  have  known  that  a  complaint 
had  been  made,  and  he  would  have  had  an  opportunity 
of  hearing  the  witnesses.  There  was  not  even  a  notice 
that  a  complaint  had  been  made,  and  that  he  would  have 
had  an  opportunity  of  being  heard  on  some  future  day. 
All  that  is  said  is,  that  he  had  notice  of  the  complaint, 
and  that  he  held  his  tongue.  There  is  nothing  to  shew 
that  he  had  any  opportunity  of  doing  otherwise.  At  some 
time  or  other,  it  is  not  said  when,  two  witnesses  are 
said  to  have  been  examined  by  the  magistrates  as  to  the 
unlawful  entry ;  but  it  is  clear,  as  far  as  the  conviction 
goes,  that  that  was  in  the  absence  of  the  plaintiff. 
There  is,  therefore,  a  defect  of  justice  apparent  on  the 
face  of  the  conviction,  and  the  plaintiff  is  therefore  en- 
titled to  a  verdict. 
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WiGHTMAN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  1848. 
unnecessary  to  inquire  into  the  validitj  of  the  warrant 
of  commitment^  when  the  conviction  on  which  it  is 
founded  is  clearly  bad.  Before  the  plaintiff  could  be 
convicted  of  this  offence,  it  ought  to  have  been  proved, 
not  only  that  he  was  guilty  of  a  forcible  holding,  but  of 
an  unlawful  entry.  The  magistrates  do  find  on  their 
own  view  that  there  was  an  unlawful  holding,  but  they 
must  be  satisfied  by  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  was  there 
unlawfully.  That  is  not  so  stated  at  all.  They  may 
have  seen  it,  but  they  do  not  say  so.  It  only  appears 
that  the  plaintiff  had  notice,  but  not  that  he  was  smn- 
moned  to  appear  at  any  fixed  time  and  place  when  wit- 
nesses would  be  examined  to  prove  the  unlawful  entry. 
On  every  principle  of  justice,  therefore,  there  is  a  fatal 
defect  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  conviction,  and  the 
plaintiff  must  have  judgment 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


I 
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1848.       . 
Fd>,  26fA.         The  Queen  ».  The  Inhabitants  of  Dukinfieij). 

On  appeal  IJN  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  for  the 
dSI'datS  May  borough  of  Stockport,  datod  the  14th  May,  1845,  for 
1845,  for  the     ^^  removal  of  Charles,  aged  about  ten  years,  and  Mary 

removal  of  two  ^  '  ^  ^  ^     ^   \  ^   ^  • 

paupers  from  Jaue,  aged  about  eight  years,  children  of  William  Smith, 

rMpondoits  deceased,  from  the  borough  of  Stockport  to  the  town- 

foJ^rTd"  stip  o^  Dukinfield,  in  the  county  of  Chester,  the  court 

?S^  •^??\  of  quarter  sessions  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the 

1826,  which 

was  not  ap-       opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  upon  the  follow- 

pealed  against,     . 

for  the  removal  mg  CaSC  2 

the'*"  a^«'  ""^  ^'^^  respondente  relied  upon  a  former  order  for  the 
from  s.  to  D.     removal  of  the  said  William  Smith,  the  father  of  the 

The  order  of  /.  i  i  i  n  i_- 

1826  was  set  paupers,  from  the  respondent  to  the  appellant  township, 
amination  o?a  dated  the  22nd  June,  1826,  which  was  not  appealed 
at  U)S  time^**  against  For  the  purpose  of  proving  the  service  of  the 
Bistant  overseer  order  and  the  removal  of  the  pauper  under  it,  the  exa- 
also  stated  in     minations  upon  which  the  order  of  the  14th  May,  1845, 

thatf^e'ir^e '  ^^  °*^^^  ^*  ^^^^  *^^  examination  of  Joseph  Halton, 

order  was  made  -vvho  Said  that  in  the  vcar  1826,  he  was  assistant  over- 
he  employed  '' 

Thomas  Green 

to  ezecate  the  order,  and  that  after  Green  returned  from  removing  the  pauper,  he  signed 
the  following  indorsement  on  the  order :— "  Delivered  to  Mr.  WooUey,  overseer  of  Dukin- 
field, June  23,  1826,  by  Thomas  Green ;''  that  Green  was  dead,  and  that  the  signature  was 
Green's  handwriting.  The  appellants  objected,  in  their  grounds  of  appeal,  that  there  was 
no  legal  evidence  of  the  removal  and  conveyance  of  the  pauper  under  the  order  of  1826. 
The  appellants  also  relied  upon  an  order  dated  April  1844,  for  the  removal  of  the  same 
pauper  from  S.  to  D.,  and  an  appeal  against  that  order  heard  at  the  following  October 
sessions,  when  the  order  was  quadied,  and  the  order  of  court  was,  "  It  is  ordered  by  this 
court,  by  consent,  &c.,  that  the  said  recited  order  shall  be  and  is  hereby 'repealed  and  made 
void,  by  reason  of  the  informality  and  of  the  insuflSciency  of  the  examinations  on  which  the 
said  recited  order  was  made."  The  sessions  were  of  opinion  that  the  examinations  con- 
tained sufficient  evidence  of  the  execution  of  the  order  of  1826.  That  the  quashing  of  the 
order  of  1844  was  not  conclusive  as  to  the  settlement  of  the  paupers  ;  and  that  the  in- 
dorsement on  the  order  of  1826  was  admissible  in  evidence. 

Held^  1 . — That  the  examinations  did  disclose  some  evidence  to  raise  a  presumption  that 
the  order  of  1826  had  been  duly  executed,  and  that  the  magistrates  are  to  decide  upon  the 
weight  it  is  entitled  to. 

2.  The  sessions  had  the  right  to  decide  whether  the  quashing  of  the  order  of  1844  was 
conclusive  or  not,  and  tliis  Court  would  not  interfere. 

3.  That  if  the  indorsement  on  the  order  of  1826  was  such  as  was  required,  and  made  in 
the  usual  and  regular  discharge  of  the  doty  of  removal,  it  would  be  admissible  in  evidence ; 
but  that  in  the  present  case  there  was  sufficient  evidence  without  the  indorsement. 
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seer  of  Stockport;   that  the  day  after  the  order  of        1848. 
1826  was  made,  he  employed  one  Thomas  Green  to     x^Tqubeit 
execute  the  order ;   and   that  after  the  said   Thomas    ,  ,  ,  '^• 

Inhabitaots  of 

Green  returned  from  removing  the  said  pauper  as  afore-  Dukikfiklo. 
said,  he  signed  the  following  indorsement  on  the  said 
order^ — "  Delivered  to  Mr.  Woolley,  overseer  of  Dukin- 
field,  June  23,  1826,  by  Thomas  Green."  That  Gi^en 
was  dead,  and  that  the  signature  ^^  Thomas  Green  "  was 
his  handwriting.  The  order  was  duly  set  forth  in 
the  examination  of  the  said  Halton.  Appellants  ob- 
jected in  their  grounds  of  appeal,  that  the  examinations 
contained  no  legal  evidence  of  the  removal  and  convey-  ^ 

ance  of  the  said  William  Smith  to  the  township  of 
Dukinfield,  and  the  delivery  of  him  to  the  overseers 
thereof,  under  the  order  of  1826.  On  behalf  of  the 
i^pellants,  it  was  contended  that  the  respondents  were 
concluded  by  a  former  order  of  removal  of  the  same 
pauper,  which  was  appealed  against  and  quashed.  By 
an  order  of  two  justices,  dated  the  29th  day  of  April, 
1844,  the  same  pauper  was  ordered  to  be  removed  from 

Stockport  to  Dukinfield.      The  appeal  was  entered  at 

• 

the  July  sessions,  1844,  and  at  the  October  sessions 
following,  to  which  the  hearing  of  it  was  respited,  it  was 
entered  for  trial  and  called  on,  and  after  some  discus- 
sion as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  examinations,  but  with- 
out entering  into  the  merits  of  the  settlement,  the  order 
of  removal  was  quashed,  and  the  following  order  of 
court  was  made,  which,  aft;er  reciting  the  order  of  re- 
moval and  appeal,  was  as  follows : — "  Now,  it  is  ordered 
by  this  court,  by  the  consent  as  well  of  the  overseers  of 
the  township  of  Stockport,  as  of  the  overseers  of  the 
township  of  Dukinfield,  that  the  said  recited  order  shall 
be  and  is  hereby  repealed  and  made  void  by  reason  of 
the  informality  and  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  examina- 
tions on  which  the  said  recited  order  was  made."  The 
court,  of  quarter  sessions  thought  the  quashing  of  the 
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1848.         order  of  1844   not  conclusive,  and  allowed  the  re- 

Thc  QuBBN     spondents  to  proceed.      The  respondents  then  proved 

X  ,  ^y'      \   the  order  of  1826,  and,  to  prove  the  service  thereof 

Inhabitantoof  '  . 

DoKiNFiELD.  upon  the  overseers  of  Dukinfield,  and  the  removal  of 
the  said  William  Smith  thereunder,  the  indorsement 
above  mentioned  was  offered  in  evidence,  and  the  counsel 
for  the  appellants  objected  to  its  reception^  but  the  court 
overruled  the  objection  and  admitted  the  indorsement  in 
evidence.  The  signature  of  Green  to  the  indorsement  was 
proved,  and  it  was  also  proved  that  he  was  not.  an  overseer 
of  the  poor  of  the  township  of  Stockport  at  the  date  of 
the  order  or  indorsement,  and  that  he  had  been  dead  six 
or  seven  years.  It  was  proved  by  the  respondents  that 
Green  had  been  employed  by  the  overseers  of  Stock- 
port to  remove  the  said  William  Smith  under  the  order 
of  1826.  It  was  also  proved  that  the  words  "  Dehvered 
to  Mr,  Woolley,  the  overseer  of  Dukinfield,  June  23, 
1826,  by,"  were  not  in  the  handwriting  of  Green,  but 
that  the  signature  merely  was  his.  And  Mary  Hadfield 
proved,  that,  on  the  morning  of  the  removal  of  the  said 
William  Smith,  under  the  order  of  1826,  she  saw  them 
leaving  Stockport  with  the  said  Green,  for  the  purpose 
of  going  to  Dukinfield  -  they  returned  the  same  night 
with  4*.  The  court  of  quarter  sessions  confirmed  the 
order  of  the  Hth  of  May,  1845,  subject  to  the  opinion 
of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  upon  the  following 
points : — 

1.  Whether  there  was  sufficient  evidence  upon  the 
.  face  of  the  examinations  on  which  the  order  was  made, 

of  the  removal  and  conveyance  of  the  said  William 
Smith  from  Stockport  to  Dukinfield,  and  of  his  de- 
livery to  the  overseers  of  Dukinfield,  under  the  order 
of  removal  of  1826,  with  that  order  or  a  copy  thereof, 
to  enable  the  respondents  to  give  evidence  of  that 
settlement. 

2.  Whether   the    quashing   of  the   order  of  1844 
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was  conclnsive  between  the  parties  as  to  the  settlement        i848. 
of  the  paupers ;  and,  T^72^n 

3.  Whether  the  indorsement  on  the  order  of  1826  y* 

was  properly  received  in  evidence  on  the  trial  of  the   Dukinfibld. 
appeal. 

Jf  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  either  that  the 
examinations  were  insufficient  in  the  particular  afore- 
said, or  that  the  quashing  of  the  order  of  1844  was  con- 
clusive between  the  parties  as  to  the  settlement  of  the 
said  paupers,  or  that  the  indorsement  on  the  order  of 
1826  was  improperly  received  in  evidence  by  the  court 
on  the  trial  of  the  appeal,  and  that  without  such  indorse- 
ment there  was  not  sufficient  evidence  of  the  removal 
of  the  said  William  Smith  under  the  order  of  1826, 
then  the  order  of  removal  of  the  14th  May,  1845,  and 
the  order  of  sessions  confirming  the  same,  are  to  be 
severally  quashed,  otherwise  the  same  are  to  be  confirmed. 

Pashley^  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions  (a). — 
There  was  on  the  face  of  the  examinations  legal  evi- 
dence of  the  execution  of  the  order  of  1826.  It  ap- 
pears that  the  overseers  had  obtained  an  order  for  the 
removal  of  Smith,  and  they  employed  Green  to  re- 
move him.  This  they  are  empowered  to  do  under  an 
act  of  Parliament,  and  both  the  overseers  and  Green 
were  doing  their  duty.  Chambers  v.  BemcLSconi  {b) 
will  be  relied  upon  on  the  other  side,  but  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  proceeded  in  that  case  upon  the  ground, 
that  it  was  not  within  the  duty  of  the  officer  to  indorse 
the  place  where  the  arrest  occurred.  [Coleridge^  J. — 
It  also  appeared  in  that  case  that  it  was  part  of  the 
officer's  duty  to  make  a  portion  of  that  entry,  here  it  is 


(a)  This  case  was  argued,     Wightmany  and  Erhj  Js. 
Nov.  10th,  1847,  before  Lord        {h)  1  Cr.,  M.,  &  Ros.  347. 
Denmany     C.    J.,     Coleridge^ 
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1848.         not  stated  that  it  was  part  of  Green's  duty  to  make  apy 

Yj^l^^^^jf    indorsement.]     Green  here  was  an  agent,  and  he  must 

*•  report  to  his  principal  what  he  has  done :    Doe  d.  Pat- 

Inhabitants  <^       ^  '^         ^ 

DuKiMFisLD.  teshally.  Turford(a)y  and  Poole  v.  DiccLs(li)y  are  cases 
strongly  in  point.  In  Regina  v.  Worth  (c),  it  was  clearly 
no  part  of  the  duty  of  the  master  to  make  the  entry. 
It  is  enough  to  shew  that  an  entry  is  made ;  because 
there  is  a  duty  to  make  it,  it  is  not  required  to  prove 
that  it  is  made  in  a  particular  course  of  duty.  This  is 
more  properly  an  act  done  than  a  declaration :  Pickering 
V.  Bishop  of  Ely  {d). 

The  quashing  of  the  jorder  of  removal  of  1844  was 
not  conclusive.  That  order  was  quashed  by  consent, 
and  it  is  expressly  found  that  the  merits  of  the  settlement 
were  not  discussed.  An  estoppel  must  be  strictly  made 
out,  and  therefore  it  is  incumbent  on  the  other  side  to 
shew  that  this  was  quashed  on  the  merits,  Regina  v.  St 
AnneSy  Westminster  (e);  but  here  the  Court  cannot 
decide,  Regina  v.  Kingsclere  (/).  There  was  evidence 
before  the  sessions  of  the  execution  of  the  order  of  1826, 
without  making  use  of  the  indorsement. 

Townsendy  contrd. — The  first  question  is,  whether 
there  is  any  evidence  that  those  things  had  been  done 
which  were  requisite  for  the  complete  execution  of  the 
order  of  1826,  Rex  v.  Alnwick  {g).  By  that  order  the 
overseers  are  required  to  convey  the  pauper  to  Dukin- 
field,  and  to  deliver  him,  with  the  order,  or  a  true 
copy  thereof,  at  the  same  time,  shewing  the  originaL 
Now  the  indorsement,  "Delivered  to  Mr.  WooUey, 
overseer  of  Dukinfield,  June  23,  1826,  by  Thomas 


(a)  3  B.  &  Ad.  890.  (e)  2  New  Sess.  Gas.  625. 

{b)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  649.  (/)  3  Q,.  B.  R.  388. 

(c)  4  ft.  B.  R.  132.  (^)  5  B.  &  Aid.  184. 

(d)  2  You.  &  Coll.  259. 
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Grreen,"  does  not  prove  at  all  that  a  copy  of  the  order         1848. 
was  lefl>  and  the  original  shewn;  and  it  is  doubtful     j^^  quben 
whether  it  means  that  he  delivered  the  paupers  or  a    ,  ^  ^?'       ^ 

^      ^  Inhabitants  of 

copy  of  the  order.  Dukinfibld. 

Again,  it  is  not  found  in  the  case  that  this  indorse- 
ment was  made  by  Green  in  the  course  of  his  duty,  nor 
that  it  was  a  contemporaneous  act.  It  is  not  an  admis- 
sion against  his  interest,  and  it  is  therefore  essential  to 
prove  that  it  was  made  at  the  time  it  bears  date.  See  . 
Mr.  Justice  Parkers  judgment  in  Doe  v.  Turford{a); 
but  here  the  signature  only  is  in  Green's  writing,  and 
the  case  does  not  state  how  long  a  time  had  elapsed  after 
his  return  before  he  signed  the  indorsement  This  spe- 
cies of  evidence  is  not  to  be  extended,  and  it  does  not 
prove  that  Mr.  WooUey  was  overseer  of  Dukinfield  at 
the  time,  nor  was  that  fact  proved  aliunde  as  it  might 
have  been. 

The  parties  are  concluded  by  the  quashing  of  the  order 
of  1844.  The  order  was  quashed  by  reason  of  the  in- 
formality and  insufficiency  of  the  examinations.  In 
Regina  v.  EUeKJ)),  an  order  quashed  for  insufficiency  of 
the  examinations  was  conclusive:  so  also  for  informality.' 
Bex  V.  Cottinffham  {c),  \^Coleridge,  J. — The  case  finds 
that  it  was  quashed  without  entering  into  the  merits  of 
the  settlement.]  That  means  without  calling  evidence 
in  support  of  the  liierits,  but  insufficiency  in  the  exa- 
minations is  the  same  as  deficiency  of  evidence :  Ex 
parte  Ackworth  (rf).  Without  tl^e  indorsement,  the  evi- 
dence given  at  the  trial  failed  to  prove  the  due  execu- 
tion of  the  order  of  182B. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


(a)    3  B.  &  Ad.    890  ;     1        (o)  2  A.  &  E.  250. 
Smith's  Lead.  Cas.  140.  (<i)  3  Q^  B.  R.  397,  n. 

(h)  2  New  Sess.  Cas.  39. 
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1848.  Erle,  J.,  now  deliyered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. — 

f^^^'^^jf     In  this  case,  the  first  question  is,  in  effect,  whether  there 

V*  was  any  evidence  in  the  examination  to  raise  a  presump- 

InhabitantB  of      . 

DuKiNFiKLD.  tion  that  the  order  of  removal  of  1826  had  been  duly 
executed,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  there  was.  The 
language  of  the  examination  imports  that  Green  had  re- 
moved the  pauper,  for  it  states  that  Green  was  employed 
to  remove,  and  after  he  returned  from  removing,  a^ 
^  aforesaid,  he  signed  the  paper.  Besides  this,  if  an  agent 
is  employed  to  remove  a  party  of  paupers,  and  the  re- 
moval is  shewn  to  have  commenced,  and  the  agent  re- 
turns at  such  a  time  and  in  such  a  manner  as  is  consistent 
with  his  having  performed  his  employment,  and  he  is 
shewn  to  have  been  dead  at  the  time  of  the  examination, 
there  is  not  an  entire  absence  of  evidence  that  the  order 
has  been  executed.  When  there  is  any  evidence  at  all 
the  magistrates  alone  are  to  decide  upon  the  weight  that 
it  is  entitled  to. 

The  second  question  is,  whether  the  quashing  of  the 
order  of  1844  was  conclusive,  and  we  are  of  opinion 
that  the  sessions  have  the  right  to  decide  this,  upon  con- 
sidering the  circumstances  under  which  the  quashing 
took  place,  and,  if  they  come  to  a  decision,  we  do  not 
interfere  with  it. 

As  to  the  third  question,  we  are  of  opinion  that  there 
was  evidence  from  which  the  sessions  were  at  liberty  to 
infer  the  execution  of  the  order  without  the  indorse- 
ment The  evidence  upon  the  trial  of  the  appeal  was 
stronger  than  that  which  was  stated  in  the  examination. 
With  respect  to  the  indorsement,  if  it  had  been  proved, 
or,  if  it  was  assumed  without  inquiry,  by  the  consent 
of  all,  that  such  indorsements  were  required,  and  made 
in  the  usual  and  regular  discharge  of  the  duty  of  re- 
moval, we  are  of  opinion  that  it  was  admissible.  It 
would  then  fall  within  the  principle  of  Doe  dem.  Pat- 
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teshaU  v.  Thtrford^a),  where  the  indorsement  of  the         1848. 
fact,  and  time  of  serving  a  notice  to  quit,  was  held  ad-     ^^  queen 
missible  evidence  of  such  service,  on  proof  that  it  was    ,  ,  ,  ?• 

^  Inhabitants  of 

the  usual  course  of  practice  in  the  attorney's  office,  and  Dukinfield. 
that  the  man  who  indorsed  was  dead;  and  this,  although 
the  attorney,  whose  indorsement  was  there  admitted, 
was  not  in  the  habit  of  serving  notices  himself,  it  being 
presumed  that  the  attorney  would  do  what  he  required 
his  clerks  to  do.  See  the  other  cases  collected  in  Phil- 
lips on  Evidence,  9th  ed.,  324,  and  following  pages.  If 
the  indorsement  usually  followed  the  fact  in  question  it 
IS  admissible  as  evidence  of  that  fact,  on  the  general 
principle  that  an  antecedent  may  be  inferred  from  a  con- 
sequent as  soon  as  the  usual  sequence  of  facts  is  proved. 
In  this  case  no  statement  is  made  of  the  practice  of  re- 
quiring an  indorsement,  but  the  precaution  is  so  obvi- 
ously prudent  that  it  may  not  have  been  disputed,  and 
it  is  not  necessary  to  decide  on  the  admissibility  of  the 
indorsement  under  the  facts  stated,  as  the  order  is  to  be 
confirmed,  although  it  should  be  inadmissible,  if  there 
was  sufficient  evidence  without  it,  and  we  have  stated 
our  opinion  that  such  was  the  case. 


Order  confirmed. 


(a)  3  B.  &  Ad.  890. 


VOL.  in.  L  N.  s.  c. 
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Fd>,  26^A.  "^^  Queen  r.  Phillips  and  Another. 

By  Stat.  6  &  7    A  CERTIFICATE  dated  the  9th  November,  1843, 

Vict.  c.  63,  (an  -it-  /»  /   \ 

act  to  exempt  wa8  granted  in  pursuance  of  the  6  &  7  Yict.  c.  36  (a), 
lanTandbttiUU  stating  that  Certain  premises  therein  specified,  in  the 
ings  occupied     occupation  of  a  societv  called  the  Birmingham  News 

by  scientific  or  ^  •'  ®  ^ 

literary  socie-  Room  Society,  was  not  liable  to  be  rated  to  the  relief 

pose' of  the  so-  of  the  poor.     The  rules  of  the  society  and  certificate 

SiSitioM^e  ^^^  ^^'^y  enrolled  at  the  quarter  sessions  for  the  bo- 

fi***^?  k  ^^%  rough  of  Birmingham,  on  the  6th  January,  1844,  ac- 

•nch  society  cording  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  act,  a  copy  of  such 

Snds*  and  the  Certificate  was  delivered  to  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of 

wnditioM  ^  ^^  parish  of  Birmingham,  and  exemption  from  rates 

equal  degree  claimed  ou  the  8th  February  following.     No  appeal 

totherightof  .  .  . 

exemption;  and  was  entered  against  the  said  certificate  by  any  rate- 
right  BMy  be  payer  under  the  sixth  section  of  the  act.  Three  rates 
ddfeat^  on  the  ^^^^  afterwards  made  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  this 

default  of  any  ^ 

one  of  the  con-  parish,  dated  respectively  the  11th  May,  1844,  the  19th 

presence  of  one  October,  1844,  and  the  26th  April,  1845,  each  of  which 

i^Mtton^"^"  included  the  premises  specified  in  the  certificate*     No 

against  the  ab-  appeal  was  entered  against  any  of  these  rates,  and  the 

sence  of  any  or      *  ^  ,  \^  ^  '' 

either  of  the  amount  claimed  being  impaid,  application  was  made  to 
Birmingham  '  ^^0  justices  to  grant  distress  warrants,  which  they  de- 
Societyob™  clined  to  do.  A  writ  of  mandamus  issued,  to  which 
tained  the  cer-    the  magistrates  made  a  return,  setting  out  the  facts  of 

tificateofa  i  »  & 

barrister,  as         the  case. 

finTsMti^,  *        Tl^e  pleas  were,  first,  that  at  the  time  of  making  and 

stating  that 
certain  premises 

in  the  occupation  of  the  said  society  were  not  liable  to  be  rated  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  of 
the  parish  of  Birmingham.  There  was  do  appeal  against  the  certificate  under  the  sixth 
section.  It  appeared  the  total  receipts  of  the  society  were  exhausted  by  the  expenses  of 
the  establishmeDt ;  but  no  law  of  the  society  existed  prohibiting  any  division  of  profits 
among  its  members : — Held,  that  such  prohibitory  law  was  necessary  to  enable  the  so* 
ciety  to  establish  their  claim  of  exemption. 

And  that  the  certificate  was  only  a  condition  precedent  to  the  claim  of  exemption,  and 
not  condofliTe  proof  of  the  right. 

(a)  The  sections  of  this  statute  are  set  out  in  Regina  v.  Po- 
cock,  2  New  Sess.  Cas.  372. 
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allowiiig  the  said  rates,  the  said  society  was  not  a  so-        i848. 
ciety  instituted  for  purposes  of  science  or  literature  ex-     The  Qubbn 
clnsively ;  secondly,  that  at  the  said  time  when  &c..  the  ^- 

.,  .  11  1  1  PHILLIP8. 

said  society  was  not  supported  by  annual  voluntary 
contributions;  thirdly,  that  at  the  said  time  when  &c., 
the  said  society  was  not  one  which  by  its  la^s  might 
not  make  any  dividend,  gift,  division  or  bonus  in  money 
unto  or  between  any  of  its  members.  At  the  trial,  be- 
fore Tindaly  C.  J.,  at  the  Lent  assizes  (1846)  for  the 
county  of  Warwick,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  Crown, 
subject  to  a  case. 

The  society  in  question  has  a  news-room,  where 
many  of  the  periodical  publications  and  usual  newspa- 
pers of  the  day  are  taken  in  and  supplied  for  the  perusal 
of  the  subscribers.  In  the  library  attached  to  the 
news-room  there  are  300  volumes,  comprising  statisti- 
cal, conunercial,  and  topographical  works,  for  the  use 
and  information  of  the  subscribers.  Any  individual 
(not  personally  objectionable)  is  permitted  to  become  a 
subscriber  on  complying  with  the  rules  of  the  society. 
The  society  is  supported  by  the  annual  subscriptions  of 
the  members,  at  the  rate  of  two  guineas  each,  and  any 
member  declining  to  renew  his  subscription  is  considered 
as  ceasing  to  belong  to  the  sidd  society.  No  surplus  of 
receipts  over  expenditure  has  ever  arisen,  but  the  total 
receipts  are  exhausted  by  the  expenses  of  the  establish- 
ment. The  news-room  was,  with  other  buildings,  erect- 
ed firom  a  fimd  subscribed  in  shares  by  the  proprietors 
thereof  who  let  the  news-room  and  library  adjoining  to 
the  news-room  subscribers,  at  an  annual  rent.  The  pos- 
session of  the  news-room  and  library  is  vested  in  the 
subscribers,  subject  to  the  rules  of  the  society  (a). 

(a)  Rule  3.  The  land  and  ing,  who  shall  hold  the  same 

buildings,  &c.  shall  be  vested  for  the  uses  and  benefits  of  the 

in  mne  trustees,  named  by  the  proprietors,  and  when  the  said 

proprietors  at  a  general  meet-  number  shall  be  reduced  to  five, 

l2 
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1848. 
The  QuBBN 

V. 

Phillips. 


On  behalf  of  the  defendants  it  was  contended,  that 
the  act  of  Parliament  takes  away  the  power  of  rating  or 
assessing  any  society  which  is  certified  by  Mr.  T.  Pratt 
to  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  that  act ;  and  that  the 
said  certificate  unappealed  against  is  in  itself  conclusive 
evidence  that  the  said  society  is  entitled  to  exemption 
from  payment  of  the  rates ;  and  fxirtber,  that  it  is  to  be 
deemed  a  society  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  science  or 
literature  exclusively,  and  supported  in  part  by  annual 
voluntary  contributions,  and  one  which,  by  its  laws, 
might  not  make  any  dividend,  gift,  division,  or  bonus  in 
money  unto  or  between  any  of  its  members. 

On  behalf  of  the  prosecutors  it  was  contended,  that 
the  Bsid  society  is  not  to  be  deemed  a  society  instituted 


then  at  a  general  annnal  meet- 
ing of  the  proprietors  next 
following,  other  four  trustees, 
being  proprietors,  shall  be  ap- 
pointed in  addition  to  the  re- 
maining five,  for  the  purpose  of 
perpetuating  the  said  trust. 

Rule  38.  The  keeper  shall 
keep  an  account  of  all  monies 
received  by  him,  and  shall 
make  such  payments  and  so 
dispose  of  the  balance  at  any 
time  as  the  committee  may  di- 
rect. 

Rule  89.  The  keeper  shall 
attend  to  the  receiving  and  put- 
ting up  in  the  news-room  no- 
tices of  sales  and  other  public 
announcements,  and  shall  ;re- 
ceive  the  fees  for  the  same  on 
account  of  the  institution. 

Rule  48.  The  annual  sub- 
scription shall  be  two  guineas, 
paid  in  advance,  and  no  person 
shall  be  entitled  to  the  privi- 
lege of  the  subscription  until 
he  shall  have  exhibited  at  the 


bar  of  the  institution  his  certi- 
ficate of  admission,  which  will 
be  received  at  the  time  of  pay- 
ment. 

Rule  44.  Every  subscription 
shall  be  considered  as  ending 
on  the  dOth  of  June ;  and  if  it 
shall  commence  subsequently 
to  the  31st  of  December,  one 
guinea  only  shall  be  paid  at 
the  time  of  subscribing. 

Rule  45.  Persons  residing  at 
a  greater  distance  than  five 
miles  from  Birmingham,  may 
become  proprietors  on  payment 
in  advance  of  one  guinea  per 
annum. 

Rule  46.  Naval  and  military 
officers  to  be  considered  sub- 
scribers on  payment  of  five 
shillings  per  month. 

Rule  68.  Every  subscriber 
shall  sign  his  assent  to  these 
rules  and  regulations,  and  shall 
receive  gratuitously  one  printed 
copy  thereof. 
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for  the  purposes  specified  in  the  act  of  Parliament,  and         ]848. 
that  the  prosecutors  are  not  precluded  by  the  said  certi-     ^^^  quben 
ficate  from  disputing  the  society's  alleged  right  of  ex-  «»• 

emption,  upon  those  grounds,  from  payment  of  the  said 
rates  by  the  provisions  of  the  said  act ;  and  that,  under 
any  circumstances,  the  said  rates  are  not  void,  and  that 
the  objection  thereto,  or  the  alleged  claim  of  exemption 
therefrom,  ought  to  have  been  raised  by  appeal  against 
the  said  rates. 

If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  defendants 
have  established  the  clium  of  the  said  society  to  be 
exempted  from  payment  of  the  said  rates,  on  all  or  any 
of  the  grounds  alleged  in  their  said  return,  and  above 
stated,  and  that  the  said  claim  of  exemption  may  still 
be  considered  valid  as  against  the  rates  in  question, 
although  the  said  rates  were  not  appealed  against,  the 
verdict  found  for  the  Crown  is,  in  that  case,  to  be  set 
aside  on  all  such  of  the  issues  as  the  Court  shall  think 
fit,  and  a  verdict  entered  on  such  issue  or  issues  for  the 
defendants ;  otherwise,  the  verdict  found  for  the  Crown 
to  stand  (a). 

Miller  shewed  cause. — These  rates  are  only  voidable, 
not  void.  The  stat.  6  &  7  Vict  c  36,  enacts,  that 
any  society  instituted  for  purposes  of  science,  literature, 
or  the  fine  arts  exclusively,  may  be  exempted  from  rate- 
ability,  provided  such  society  shall  be  supported  wholly 
or  in  part  by  annual  voluntary  contributions,  and  shall 
not,  aS  by  its  laws  may  nXmake  any  dividend,  gift, 
division,  or  bonus  in  money  unto  or  between  any  of  its 
members, 'and  provided  also,  that  such  society  shall  ob- 
tain the  certificate  of  the  barrister  as  afterwards  speci- 
fied by  the  act.     These  are  separate  conditions,  and 


(a)  This  case  was  argued,     Denman,     C.    J.,     Coleridge, 
NoY.  lOth,  1847,  before  Lord      Wtffhtman,  and  Erie,  JJ. 
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1848.^  must  all  be  complied  with  before  any  society  can  claim 
exemption.  The  nature  and  object  of  this  society  is 
not  such  as  was  contemplated  by  the  statute.  In  Regina 
V.  Pococh  (a),  the  British  and  Foreign  School  Society 
was  held  not  to  come  within  the  statute.  And  in  Regina 
V.  Jones  (b)y  the  Court  expressed  a  strong  opinion  that 
the  Keligious  Tract  Society  was  not  within  the  statute. 
The  statement  that  the  total  receipts  are  exhausted  by 
the  expenses  of  the  establishment,  and  that  no  surplus 
of  receipts  over  expenditure  has  e^er  arisen,  is  insuffi- 
cient, because  in  Regina  v.  Jones  (c)  the  Court  said  it  was 
expressly  required  that  the  division  of  any  funds  should, 
by  the  laws  of  the  society,  be  rendered  impossible. 
There  must,  therefore,  be  some  prohibitory  law  to  that 
effect. 

The  certificate  of  the  barrister  is  not  conclusive ;  it 
only  forms  one  of  the  conditions  out  of  others  which 
must  exist  before  the  Court  can  say  that  the  society  is 
entitled  to  exemption.  In  Regina  v.  Pocock  there  was  an 
appeal  against  the  certificate ;  but  Lord  Denman,  C.  J., 
in  giving  his  judgment,  says,  "The  certificate  of  the 
barrister  does  not  establish  the  exemption,  but  only 
shews  that,  according  to  his  opinion,  the  society  comes 
within  the  description  of  the  exemptions,  so  that,  when 
that  certificate  is  impeached,  the  parties  claiming  the 
exemption  are  bound  to  shew  the  nature  of  the  exemp- 
tion." The  barrister  cannot  give  himself  jurisdicticm 
by  stating  that  as  a  fact  which  is  not  such.  In  fFebh 
V.  Nash  (d),  the  Court  held  that  an  order  of  ma^stratefl|» 
which  had  been  confirmed  on  appeal,  might  be  disputed 
in  an  action  of  trespass.  Lord  EUenborougk^  C.  J., 
there  says,  "  The  justices  cannot  make  facts  by  their 
determination,  in  order  to  give  to  themselves  jurisdio- 


(a)  2  New  Sess.  Caa.  372.  (c)  Ibid. 

Ih)  Ibid.  382.  {d)  8  East,  394. 
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tion^  contrary  to  the  truth  of  the  case.     The  certificate        i848. 
is  made  on  an  ex  parte  statement,  and  enrolled  at  the    •j^Toubbn 

sessions  without  motion,  and  can  only  be  conclusive  at  «• 

1       •         .     .  -11  «.  ,  Phillips. 

the  tmie  it  is  granted,  but  cannot  anect  a  subsequent 

rate*  The  society  is  in  the  occupation  of  visible  rate- 
able property,  situate  in  the  parish,  which  is  priin&  facie 
liable  to  be  rated ;  but  in  order  to  shew  exemption,  the 
society  should  have  appealed  against  the  rate:  Mar- 
shall  V.  Pitman  (a). 

MelloTy  contr^ — The  extent  of  the  inquiry  to  be  made 
by  the  barrister  is,  whether  the  society  is  of  that  charac- 
ter and  description  as  to  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the 
statute ;  and,  if  he  finds  that  it  is,  the  general  rule  re- 
ci^ised  in  Aldridge  v.  Haines  (b)  applies,  that  if  the 
barrister  acted  within  the  scope  of  his  authority,  the 
certificate  is  conclusive  as  to  the  truth  of  the  facts  so 
ascertained.  The  separate  conditions  imposed  by  the 
act  merely  mean,  whether  this  is  such  a  society  as  the 
Legislature  contemplated,  and  the  certificate  finds  that  it 
is.  The  argument  on  the  other  side  would  go  to  shew 
that  the  act  of  the  barrister  is  only  ministerial,  but  on 
that  supposition  the  appeal  given  by  sect  6  is  of  no 
efiect,  and  that  section  provides  that  the  decision  of  the 
sessions  shall  be  conclusive  and  binding  on  all  parties, 
to  all  intents  and  purposes  whatsoever.  In  Regina  y. 
Bolton  (c),  and  Mould  v.  WilUams  (d),  the  former  deci- 
sions of  Brittain  v.  Kinncdrd{e)y  Batten  v.  Carew(^f\ 
and  Cave  v.  Mountain  (g),  were' brought  under  the  con- 
rideration  of  the  Court,  and  the  result  of  those  decisions 
is,  that,  where  a  person  has  jurisdiction  to  enter  upon 
an  inquiry,  this  Court  will  not  inquire  whether  his  con- 
clusions in  the  course  of  it  are  true  or  false.     These 

(a)  9  Bing.  696.  («)  1  Brod.  &  B.  432. 

{b)  2  B.  &  Ad.  396.  (/)  3  B.  &  C.  649. 

(c)  1  Q.  B.  R.  66.  (^)  1  M.  &  Gr.  267. 

(d)  6  Q,  B.  R.  469. 
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1848.         decisions  are  inconsistent  with  fVelsh  y.  Nash  {a).     In 
TheQuBBN     angina  Y.  Hickling{li)y  an  order  of  justices  under  the 
*•  Highway  Act,  was  held  to  be  conclusive  as  to  the  fiicts 

found,  and  that  they  could  not  be  disputed  on  an  indict- 
ment for  non-repair.  The  finding  of  the  barrister  must 
be  taken  to  be  conclusive  so  long  as  the  same  state  of 
things  continues,  and  the  efiect  of  the  certificate  is  the 
same  as  if  this  society  were  holders  of  property  not 
liable  to  be  rated  mider  the  43  Eliz.,  or,  as  if  the  pro- 
perty was  locally  situate  out  of  the  parish :  Governors  of 
the  Bristol  Poor  v.  Wait  (c). 

As  to  any  division  of  profits  among  the  members,  it 
is  sufiicient  if,  by  the  constitution  of  the  society  and  the 
nature  of  the  rules  and  regulations,  no  such  division 
can  take  place.  pLiord  Denman,  C.  J. — There  is  no- 
thing in  the  rules  of  this  society  which  shews  that  it  is 
impossible  there  should  be  any  division  of  profits  among 
the  members.] 

MUleTy  in  reply. — The  object  of  the  Legislature  in  re- 
quiring this  certificate,  was  to  institute  a  preliminary 
inquiry  into  the  nature  of  the  society,  and  the  rules  and 
regulations  by  which  it  is  governed,  but  to  what  extent 
that  certificate  is  to  take  efiTect  does  not  seem  to  be  de- 
fined. In  Reg,  v.  HickKng^  the  certificate  unappealed 
against  is  made  binding  on  the  parish,  which  distinguishes 

it  from  the  present  case. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Coleridge,  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court. — ^At  the  time  of  the  argument  of  this  case,  the 
Court  intimated  its  opinion  that  upon  the  facts,  with- 
out the  certificate,  the  society  did  not  appear  to  them 
to  be  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  science  or  literature 
exclusively,  nor  to  be  supported  in  part  by  annual  vo- 

(a)  8  East,  894.  7  Q.  B.  Rep.  880. 

{h)  2  New  Sess.  Cas.  117;        (c)  5  Ad.  &  E.  1. 
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luntary  contributions,  nor  to  be  a  society  that  might  not         i848. 
by  its  laws  make  any  dividend  or  profit.  j^  Quben 

The  case  for  the  society  was  then  rested  on  the  effect      ^    *'• 

■'       ,  ,  Phillips. 

of  the  certificate  of  the  barrister,  which  was  contended 
to  be  conclusive,  either  as  the  decision  of  a  tribunal  or 
conmiissioner  having  jurisdiction  over  the  question,  or 
as  a  decision  made  conclusive  by  the  statute ;  but  in  ex- 
amining the  statute,  the  certificate  appears  to  us  to  be 
made  a  condition  precedent  to  claim  the  exemption,  but 
not  a  conclusive  proof  of  the  right.  The  first  section  ex- 
empts from  rateability  persons  occupying  a  building  Yor 
the  purpose  of  science,  literature,  or  the  fine  arts  exclu- 
sively, provided  it  shall  be  supported  wholly  or  in  part 
by  annual  voluntary  contributions,  and  shall  not,  and  by 
its  laws  may  not,  make  dividends  between  its  members, 
and  provided  such  society  shall  obtain  the  certificate 
of  a  barrister.  The  purpose  of  the  society,  the  contri- 
butions, the  absence  of  profits,  the  law  against  dividends, 
and  the  certificate,  are  conditions  in  equal  degree  to  the 
right  of  exemption.  Under  this  section,  the  claim  of 
right  of  exemption  may  be  defeated  on  the  default  of  any 
one  of  these  conditions,  and  the  presence  of  one  raises 
no  presumption  against  the  absence  of  any  or  either  of 
the  others.  As  the  making  a  dividend  at  any  time 
would  defeat  the  right  of  exemption  which  had  existed, 
it  is  absurd  to  suppose  that  a  past  certificate  could  be 
treated  as  conclusive  proof  that  a  future  dividend  should 
not  exist.  Nor  is  the  certificate  rendered  conclusive  by 
the  sixth  section,  which  gives  an  appeal  from  the  deci- 
sion of  the  barrister  granting  it,  to  any  person  assessed 
to  the  rate,  and  giving  notice  of  the  grounds  of  appeal, 
and  empowers  the  Court  to  annul  the  certificate,  and 
makes  the  determination  of  the  Court  upon  those  points 
binding  and  conclusive  upon  all  parties,  to  all  intents  and 
purposes  whatsoever. 

In  the  first  place,  there  has  been  no  appeal  against 
VOL.  m.  M  N.  8.  c. 
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1848.        this  certificate,  and  the  section  does  not  apply.     More- 
ThedoBBii     over,  in  the  case  of  appeal,  the  inquiry  is  confined  to 
V*  the  ground  stated  in  the  notice  of  i^peal,  and  the  deci- 

sion is  confined  to  the  annulling  or  not  on  those  grounds. 
If  it  is  annulled,  that  is  conclusive ;  if  not,  the  certifi- 
cate remains  as  valid  as  before  the  appeal.  The  ill  con- 
sequences of  holding  that  a  certificate,  which  has  not 
been  annulled  on  an  appeal,  when  one  ground  of  objec- 
tion only  has  been  taken  by  an  appellant,  should  there- 
fore be  conclusiye  proof  of  the  right  of  exemption  for  all 
time  and  against  all  persons,  and  notwithstanding  other 
objections,  make  it  improbable  that  Parliament  intended 
to  give  it  that  efiect.  The  words  do  not  express  such 
an  intention,  and  the  determination  by  the  sessions  that 
a  certificate  shall  not  be  annulled  on  account  of  the  al- 
leged objections,  may  be  conclusiye  as  to  them,  and  the 
certificate  may  fulfil  the  conditions  required,  so  far  as 
they  are  declared  untouched  by  the  grounds  of  appeal, 
without  haying  the  efiect  of  either  fulfilling  the  other 
conditions  or  being  conclusiye  in  respect  of  them. 

The  fifth  section  of  the  act  gives  an  analogous  appeal 
in  case  of  refiisal  of  a  certificate  by  the  barrister,  and 
makes  tiie  final  filing  of  tiie  rules  of  the  society  by 
order  of  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  to  have  the  same 
efiect  as  if  the  barrister  had  certified.  That  is  the 
effect  that  a  certificate  has  if  it  is  not  annulled  on  ap- 
•  peal  under  section  6,  but  no  conclusive  efiect  is  given 
to  such  judgment  on  appeaL  Therefore,  we  are  of 
opinion  that  tiie  daim  of  exemption  is  not  sustained  by 
the  certificate,  nor  by  the  other  facts  of  the  case,  and  it 

follows  the  verdict  should  be  for  the  Crown  on  all  the 

• 

**®"®®'  Judgment  for  the  Crown. 
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The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Colebne.  ^ay  6tA. 

VJN  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  for  the  re-  Notice  of 
moyal  of  Mary  Stilhnan  Davis  and  her  four  children  under  the  4  & 
from  the  parish  of  Melksham  to  the  parish  of  Coleme,  U^'Ji^J"'  ^^' 
both  in  the  county  of  Wilts,  the  sessions  confirmed  the  "gn^i  by  three 

penonty  de- 

order  subject  to  a  case.  scribing  them- 

The  notice  of  chargeability  commenced  as  follows: —  J^ITof  the*'" 
«  Parish  of  Melksham,  in  the  county  of  Wilts.     As  to  P*^*^  ""^  ^^^  , 

'   ^  f  said  parish  of 

the  removal  of  Mary  StiUman  Davis  and  her  four  chil-  M.-.'^^Heid, 
dren.     To  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  had  signed  the 
Coleme,  in  the  county  of  Wilts.     Take  notice  that  the  p^f^JJdi^to  bS 
above-named  Mary  S.  Davis,"  &c.      The  conclusion  a  majority  of 

TN  -kT  *^®  parish  offi- 

was  afl  follows : — ^^  Dated  the  10th  of  November,  1845.  cen,  and,  as 
Abraham  Davis,  George  Pocock,  George  Watson,  over-  J^^  tosSn!" 
seers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  Melksham."    The  ^j^^^  ^^ 
appellants  did  not  attempt  to  shew  that  the  notice  was  be  a  nujoritj. 
not,  in  point  of  fact,  signed  by  the  majority  of  the  parish 
officers ;  but  they  relied  on  the  legal  objection,  that  the 
notice  was  bad  in  law  upon  the  face  thereof,  inasmuch  as 
it  did  not  state  affirmatively,  or  by  necessary  inference, 
that  the  notice  either  was  or  purported  to  be  signed  by 
a  majority  of  the  parish  officers  of  Melksham.     The 

VOL.  m.  N  N.  B.  c.   . 
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1848.        order  of  remoyal  (a)  was  on  the  same  piece  of  paper 
The  QuBiN    with  the  notice  of  chargeability. 

InliabitantB  of  ^^®  couTt  of  quarter  sessions  overruled  the  objection, 
CoLiBNB.  and  confirmed  the  order.  If  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  sessions  were 
wrong  in  their  decision  in  overruling  this  objection,  the 
order  of  sessions  is  to  be  quashed ;  if  otherwise,  it  is  to 
stand  confirmed. 

Hodges  and  Fitzgerald^  in  support  of  the  order  of  ses- 
sions.— The  notice  of  chaigeability  is  said  to  be  defective, 
because  it  does  not  purport  on  the  &ce  of  it  to  be  signed 
by  a  majority  of  the  parish  officers ;  and,  in  support  of 
that  proposition,  the  respondents  will  rely  on  the  obser- 
vations made  by  the  Court  in  Jtegina  v.  fFestbury  {b) ;  but 
it  appears  from  the  fisu^ts  of  that  case  that  there  were 
four  overseers  and  two  churchwardens  in  the  respond- 
ent parish,  and  the  notice  was  only  signed  by  three 
overseers.  Here  the  appellants  did  not  attempt  to 
shew  that,  in  fact,  the  notice  was  not  signed  by  all 
the  parish  officers.  In  Bex  v.  The  Justices  of  Derby- 
shire (c),  and  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  Warwickshire  ((f), 
a  notice  was  held  sufficient,  when,  in  fact,  signed  by  a 
majority  of  the  parish  officers.  In  Begina  v.  The  Jus- 
tices of  the  West  Riding  (e),  the  notice  purported  to  be 
signed  by  a  majority  of  the  churchwardens  and  over- 
seers; but  it  was  contended  that  it  should  have  ap- 
peared that  those  who  so  signed  were  acting  with  the  con- 
sent and  on  the  behalf  of  the  rest;  and  WUUamSy  J«,  in 

(a)  The  order   of  removal  nesses,  or  otherwise;  bat  the 

formed  part  of  the  case ;-  and  an  objection  was  not  aigaed. 

objection  was  taken  at  the  ses-  (b)  1  New  Sess.  Cas.  33;  6 

sionsy  that  it  did  not  appear  by  Q,.  B.  B.  500. 

the  order  how  the  adjudication  (e)  6  A.  &  E.  885. 

of  the  settlement  in  the  parish  (d)  Id.  873. 

of  Coleme  was  arrived  at;  whe-  (e)  2  New  Sess.  Cas.  1. 
ther  by  the  examination  of  wit- 
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giving  judgment,  said:  ''^^In  order  to  make  the  notice  1848. 

insufficient,  it  ky  on  the  other  side  to  shew  that  the  xhe  Qtunv 

persons  giving  it  were  not  really  a  majority  competent  inhabitontg  of 

to  do  80."    This  notice  is  good  on  the  face  of  it,  imless  Colbbkb. 
it  can  be  shewn  that  the  persons  who  signed  it  were  not, 
in  point  of  fiict,  a  majority  of  the  parish  officers. 

Slade  contdL— The4  &  5  Will  4,  c  76^  s.  79,  dximts 
the  notice  of  chargeablity  to  be  signed  by  the  overseers 
or  guardians  of  the  parish  obtaining  the  order.  In 
Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Cambiidffeshire  (a)y  Lord 
Denman,  C.  J.,  said,  the  requisite  number  of  officers 
must  actually  sign  such  notice.  And  in  Regina  y. 
fFegtbury {b)y  the  same  judge  said:  ^^It  certainly  is 
desirable  that  the  notice  should  shew  that  it  proceeds 
firom  a  majority.''  This  notice  i»  signed  by  three  per- 
sons^ overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Melksham ; 
but  they  are  not  stated  to  be  ^  overseers  of  the 
parish ;  and  it  does  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  instru- 
ment that  they  are  a  majority.  [^fVifffitinan^  J. — The 
persons  who  sign  may  be  all  the  overseers  of  the  parish; 
and  if  any  presumption  is  to  be  made^  it  is  that  they 
are  such.]  In  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  the  West 
Riding  (c),  a  notice  of  appeal  under  Gilbert's  Act,  22 
Geo.  3^  c  83,  purported  to  be  signed  by  the  church- 
wardens and  overseers,  and  was  also  signed  by  the  guard- 
ian of  the  parish ;  but  Patteson,  J.,  held  that  it  was  not 
sufficient  that  the  notice  was  signed  by  the  guardian^ 
but  that  it  should  appear  that  it  was  signed  by  him  in 
his  character  of  guardian.  In  Rex  v.  Austreg(d)y  the 
question  was,  whether  a  parish  certificate  appeared  on 
the  &ce  of  it  to  have  been  properly  executed;  and 
Lord  EUenboroughy  C.  J.,  laid  down  the  principle  of 

(a)  7  A.  &  E.  480.  (c)  13  Law  J.,  M.  C,  39. 

\h)  1  New  SesB.  Cas.  33;  6        (<Q  6  M.  &  S.  319. 
Q.  B.  R.  500. 
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law  to  be,  that  *^  wherever  a  power  is  given  to  any  par- 
ticular persons  to  do  any  written  act  in  any  particular 
manner;,  or  under  certain  particular  circumstances,  whe- 
ther it  be  to  parish  officers  or  magistrates  to  grant  cer- 
tificates, under  which,  if  duly  executed,  other  persons, 
especially  public  officers,  are  bound  to  act,  or  to  grant 
warrants,  or  make  orders,  their  authority  must  appear 
on  the  instrument  itself.^ 


Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — ^It  is  quite  dear  to  me  that  this 
is  a  question  of  fact.  I  think  that,  as  those  who  have 
signed  this  notice  might  be  a  majority  of  the  parish 
officers  of  Melksham,  we  are  botrnd  to  presume  that  they 
are  such,  and  that  this  notice,  therefore,  is  sufficient. 

Pattbson,  Wiqhtman,  and  Erle,  Js.,  concurred. 

Order  of  sessions  confirmed. 


M(^  M.  The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  Suffolk. 

Where  quarter  iN  Hilary  Term  last.  Couch  had  obtained  a  rule  call- 
g325y*h3d  on  "^8  ^po^  ^^  justiccs  of  Suffolk  to  shew  cause  why  a 
certain  fixed      mandamus  should  not  issue,  commanding  them  to  enter 

daya  at  certain  ,  .  , 

plaoea  in  differ-  continuances  and  hear  an  appeal  touching  a  certificate  of 
a  oonnty,  and  two  justices.  Certifying  that  certain  footpaths  in  the  pa- 
C^x^puhir'"'  rishes  of  Haughley  and  Wetherden,  in  the  said  county, 
first)  by  ad.  might  be  Stopped  up  as  being  unnecessary.  It  appeared 
from  the  pre-  from  the  affidavits  on  which  he  moved,  that  a  notice, 
days'^notioe  of   dated  the  5th  of  November,  1847,  had  been  stuck  up  on 

appeal  against 

a  certificate  for  stopping  ap  a  highway  under  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50,  s.  88,  is  to  be  reckoned 
with  reference  to  the  first  day  of  the  sessions  held  in  the  first  of  each  dinsionsi  thoo^  the 
highway  is  not  litiiate  within  each  first  division. 


EASTER  TERM,  11  VICT.  147 

the  doors  of  the  churches  in  the  two  parishes,  and  ad-  1848. 
yertised  in  the  newspapers,  which  notice  stated  that^  on  The  QaiBN 
the  7th  of  January  then  next,  appUcation  would  be  j^^^  ^ 
made  to  the  justices  assembled  at  quarter  sessions  at  Suffolk. 
Ipswich  ibr  an  order  to  stop  up  the  said  footpaths^  and 
that  the  certificate  would  be  lodged  with  the  clerk  of 
the  peace  on  the  7th  of  December  then  next ;  that  the 
certificate  in  question  was  lodged  with  the  clerk  of  the 
peace  on  that  day,  and  that  the  next  general  quarter 
sessions  for  the  division  of  the  coxmty  in  which  the  foot- 
paths were  situated,  after  the  filing  of  the  certificate, 
were  held  at  Ipswich  on  the  7  th  of  January,  1848 ;  that 
on  the  27th  of  December,  1847,  a  notice  and  statement 
of  grounds  of  appeal  against  the  said  certificate,  signed 
by  the  appellant,  was  served  on  each  of  the  surveyors  of 
the  highways  for  the  two  parishes,  and  that  on  the  fol« 
lowing  day  a  notice,  signed  by  the  attorney  for  the  sur- 
veyors, was  served  upon  the  attorney  for  the  appellant, 
stating  that  no  application  would  be  n^ade  to  the  next 
general  quarter  sessions  to  be  holden  at  Ipswich  on  the 
7th  of  January,  for  an  order  to  stop  up  the  said  foot- 
pathsi,  but  that  the  same  was  abandoned.  It  further 
appeared  that  counsel  were  instructed,  at  the  sessions 
holden  at  Ipswich  on  the  7th  of  January,  to  apply  for 
the  costs  and  expenses  incurred  by  the  appellant  in  pro- 
secuting his  appeal ;  that  counsel  were  also  instructed 
by  the  surveyors  to  oppose  the  application,  and  that  the 
court  of  quarter  sessions  dismissed  the  application  on 
the  ground  that  the  notice  and  grounds  of  appeal  ought 
to  have  been  served  ten  days  at  least  before  the  day  on 
which  the  general  quarter  sessions  for  the  county  of 
Suffolk  were  holden  at  Becdes,  namely,  on  the  3rd  of 
January,  and  that  it  was  not  sufficient  to  serve  the  said 
notice  and  groxmds  of  appeal  ten  days  at  least  before  the 
day  on  which  the  sessions  were  held  at  Ipswich  by  ad- 
journment, namely,  on  tiie  7tii  of  January.    It  appeared^ 
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1848.        also,  by  the  affidavit  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace  for  the 

Tbe  QuuN    couiity  of  Suffolk  (used  on  shewing  cause),  that  the  ge- 

Jostkei  of     ^^^  quarter  sessions  are  holden  for  the  county  at  large, 

Suffolk,     and  that  there  are  no  original  quarter  sessions  holden 

for  any  division  or  limit  within  the  said  county ;  but  that 

the  original  sessions,  which  commence  at  Becdes  on 

Monday  in  the  sessions  wedc,  are,  for  local  convenience, 

held  by  a^oumment  at  Woodbridge,  and  thence  by 

further  adjournment  at  Ipswich. 

Pabner  and  Cadogan  now  shewed  cause. — ^By  5  &  6 
WilL  4,  c.  50  (General  Highway  Act),  s.  85,  tbe  certi- 
ficate of  justices  for  stopping  up  a  highway  is  to  be  read 
in  open  court  by  the  clerk  of  the  peace  at  the  quarter 
sessions  which  shall  be  holden  for  the  limit  within  which 
the  highway  so  stopped  up  shall  lie,  next  after  the  exr 
piration  of  four  weeks  from  the  day  of  tbe  certificate 
having  been  lodged  with  the  derk  of  the  peace;  and 
by  sect  88,  where  any  such  certificate  shall  have  been 
given,  any  person  who  thinks  himself  aggrieved  may 
appeal  to  the  justices  at  the  said  sessions,  upon  giving 
the  surveyor  ten  days'  notice  in  writing  of  such  appeal, 
together  with  the  grounds  thereof;  and,  by  sect.  90,  in 
case  the  surveyor  shaU  not  appear  in  support  thereof, 
the  said  court  of  quarter  sessions  shall  award  the  costs 
of  the  appellant  to  be  paid  by  such  surveyor.  The 
question  will  turn  upon  the  c(mstruction  to  be  put  upon 
the  words  '^  quarter  sessions  which  shall  be  holden  foe 
the  limit"  within  which  the  highway  is  situate,  and  to 
which  the  appeal  is  given.  Now,  as  it  appears  by  the 
affidavit  of  the  derk  of  the  peace,  that  there  are  no  ori- 
ginal quarter  0e86i<»is  holden  for  any  division  or  limit 
within  the  county  of  Suffolk,  the  word  <'  limit"  in  tins 
case,  looking  to  sect.  5  (the  interpretation  clause),  must 
mean  '^county;"  and  as  the  general  quarter  sessions  for 
the  county  commenced  on  the  3rd  of  January,  the  no- 
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tioe  of  appeal  ought  to  have  been  given  ten  days  before  1848. 
that  day.  Tlie  sessionB^  therefore,  were  right  in  die-  TheQumr 
BMseing  this  apj^cation.  Regina  v.  JwUces  of  Suf-  jugtToesof 
folk  (a)  decided  that  where  quarter  sessions  are  regu*  Suffolk. 
hirly  held  on  certain  fixed  days  at  certain  places  in 
different  divisions  of  a  county,  and  in  each  by  adjourn- 
ment from  the  preceding,  the  fourteen  days'  notice  re- 
quired by  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  81,  of  an  appeal 
to  be  tried  in  any  one  of  these  divisions,  should  be  reck- 
oned in  reference  to  the  first  day  of  the  sessipns  held  in 
the  first  of  such  divisions,  though  the  practice  be  to  try 
all  appeals  in  the  division  in  which  the  respondent  pa- 
rish is  situate ;  and  the  present  case  is  even  stronger, 
6x  the  w(»rd8  of  the  4  &  5  Will  4,  c  76,  &  81,  are 
''ihe  first  day  of  the  sessions  at  which  such  appeal  is  in- 
tended to  be  tried,"  whereas  the  present  act  limits  the 
appeal  to  the  quarter  sessions  holden  for  the  limit  with- 
in which  the  highway  is  situate,  and  that  must  mean 
Ihe  quarter  sessions  holden  for  the  jurisdiction,  i.  e.  the 
county  at  large,  and  not  an  adjourned  sescdons.  This  is 
akd  shewn  by  the  form  given  of  the  certificate  of  the 
justices  in  the  schedule  No.  17,  which  is  directed  '^To 
the  justices  of  the  peace  at  their  general  quarter  sessions 

to  be  held  at in  the  said  county."    The  sessions 

were  also  justified  in  dismissing  the  application,  because 
four  weeks  had  not  elapsed  between  the  7th  of  Decem- 
ber^  when  the  certificate  was  lodged,  and  the  Srd  of 
January  when  the  sessions  b^an  at  Beccles. 

Conehf  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  question  is,  whe- 
iher  the  case  otlteffina  v.  JtUtices  ofStiffbIk(a)  is  to  govern 
Ihe  construction  to  be  put  upon  the  words  of  an  entirely 
different  statute.    It  is  submitted  that  it  ought  not 

(a)  2  New  Seoi.  Cas.  554. 
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Tbe  QuBiN 

V. 

Jnitices  of 
Suffolk. 


The  whole  scope  and  object  of  the  Highway  Act  shews 
that  local  convenience  is  to  be  consulted,  and  the  words 
"  quarter  sessions  for  the  limit  where  the  highway  shall 
lie,"  must,  to  effect  that  object,  be  taken  to  mean 
the  quarter  sessions  for  the  division  in  which  the  high- 
way shall  lie,  although  such  sessions  may  be  holden  by 
adjournment  from  another  place.  The  certificate  is  to 
be  read  in  open  court,  and  the  appeal  is  given  to  the 
sessions  where  it  is  read;  but  it  would  be  of  no  service 
to  read  the  certificate  at  a  sessions  held  perhaps  many 
miles  from  the  place  where  the  highway  is  situate. 
Again,  by  sect.  5  (the  interpretation  clause),  every 
thing  which  is  done  at  a  petty  sessions  is  to  be  done  at 
the  petty  sessions  held  for  the  division  or  place,  and  the 
case  of  Bex  v.  AKherton  (a)  decided  that,  before  the  pre- 
sent act,  the  justices  had  no  power  to  stop  up  a  road  out 
of  the  division  or  hundred  for  which  they  were  acting. 
The  respondents  also  ought  not  to  have  been  permitted 
to  take  this  objection,  as  the  notice  treats  the  sesdons 
holden  at  Ipswich  as  the  original  sessions,  and  states 
that  an  application  will  be  made  to  that  sessions  for  an 
order. 


Eble,  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  must  be 
discharged.  The  question  is,  whether  the  words  of  the 
86th  section  of  4  &  5  Will  4,  c  50,  '^  quarter  sessions 
to  be  holden  for  the  limit  within  which  the  highway  so 
stopped  up  shall  lie,"  mean  a  coiurt  different  from  the 
court  of  quarter  sessions  holden  for  the  county ;  and  I 
am  of  opinion  that  they  do  not.  It  appears  to  me  that 
unless  I  can  clearly  see  that  the  Legislature  intended 
that  some  other  meaning  should  be  attached  to  these 
words,  I  am  bound  to  decide  that  the  general  court  of 


(a)  1  N.  &  P.  179. 
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quarter  sesaioiiB  for  the  county  is  meant^  and  not  any  1848. 
adjournment  thereof.  The  practice  of  holding  the  TbeQuuic 
quarter  sessions  by  adjournment  in  different  parts  of  the  j^tkses  of 
same  county  has  no  doubt  originated  within  the  time  of  Suffolk. 
legal  memory,  and  was  most  probably  adopted  for  local 
conTenience,  and  to  save  expense  to  parties  attending 
at  sessions.  Such  practice  can,  however,  m  no  manner 
alter  the  legal  constitution  of  those  sessions,  so  as  to 
make  them  original  sessions,  or  in  fact  in  any  way  to 
alter  their  character  from  that  of  an  a^oumment  of 
quarter  sessions  which  have  been  begun  at  one  place  and 
thence  adjourned  to  another.  No  authority  was  cited, 
nor  am  I  aware  that  any  exists,  to  shew  that  sessions 
''for  the  limit''  means  an  adjourned  sessions  held  at  a 
particular  place ;  and  I  think,  upon  looking  to  the  in- 
terpretation clause,  I  must  rather  take  those  words  to 
refer  to  sessions  holden  for  a  county  at  large  than  to  the 
mere  locality  in  which  the  sessions  for  the  county  may 
happen  to  be  held.  At  all  events  I  think  that  I  should 
not  be  justified  in  putting  on  them  the  construction 
which  is  contended  for  in  support  of  this  rule,  and  it 
must  therefore  be  discharged,  and  with  costs  to  the 
magistrates. 

Bule  discharged  accordingly. 
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1848. 

Ma^  8f  A.  The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  Middlesex. 

On  an  appeal  IN   Hilary  Temi  la8t»  Pashley  had  obtained  a  nde 

Tict.  c.  10, 8. 6,  calling  upcHi  the  justices  of  the  county  of  Middlesex  to 

doMforthe^'^*  shew  causc  why  a  mandamus  should  not  issue  oom- 

maintenanoe  of  mandioff  them  to  enter  continuances  and  hear  the  ap- 

a  bastard  child,  ^  '^ 

the  mother  u  a  peal  of  Bobert  Cook  against  an  order  of  John  Hard- 
ness for  either'  wick,  Esq.,  one  of  the  magistrates  of  die  Metropolitan 
SrSfi^ by'the  ^^^  Courts,  adjudging  him  to  be  the  putative  ftdier 
appellant  to  of  a  bastard  child.    It  appeared  by  the  affidavits  on 

prove  notice  of        ,.i,  ,.  ij- 

appeal  nnder  which  the  nile  was  obtained,  that  the  order  m  question 

101, 8.  Z  '  ^  ^^  made  by  Mr.  Hardwick  about  five  o'clock  in  the 

^nnder^^r  aft^moon  of  Saturday,  the  2nd  of  October,  1847,  and 

7  &  8  Vict.  that  a  written  notice  was  served  upon  the  mother  on 

(Bastardj  Act),  Monday,  the  4th  of  October,  (widiin  twenty-four  hours 

of  ^i^M^^^d  after  *he  making  of  the  order,  not  including  the  Sun- 

^^<>^  ^Jd '  ^ay)>  that  the  putative  father  intended  to  appeal  against 

a  Sunday.  the  Said  order  at  the  next  general  quarter  sessions  of 

where  an  order  ^^^  peace  for  the  county  of  Middlesex.    When  the  ap- 

mad^atfiTe^"  peal  came  on  to  be  heaid  at  the  adjourned  sessionB  holden 

o'clock  in  the  on  the  14th  of  January,  1848,  the  appellant  was  called 

afternoon  of 

Saturday,  and  upon  to  provc  his  notice  of  appeal,  and  his  counsel  pro- 

of^peal  was  po^^  to  Call  'the  mother,  who  was  then  in  court,  to 

scrred  on  the  prove  that  a  verbal  notice  of  appeal  had  been  fiiven  to 

mother  at  nine  *  . 

o'clock  on  the  her  by  the  appellant  on  the  2nd  of  October,  in  the  po- 

lowing— HeM,  licc  court  wheu  the  order  was  made.     The  counsel  for 

^in  time^  the  respondent  objected  to  this,  and  the  sessions  declined 

it  was  given  to  permit  the  mother  to  be  sworn  as  a  witness.     The 

within  twenty-  ^  n       t 

four  legal  hours  counsel  for  the  respondent  then  objected  that  the  notice, 

appealed  which  was  Served  on  Monday,  the  4th  of  October,  was 

hSTmiS^  too  kte,  as  the  Sunday  should  be  counted  as  part  of 

the  twenty-four  hours  within  which  notice  must  be 
given  under  the  act  The  sessions  were  of  this  opi- 
nion, and  refused  to  hear  the  appeal. 
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Prmdergast  now  shewed  cause. — The  eTidenoe  of  the  1848. 
mother  was  property  rejected.  By  8  &  9  Yict.  c.  10,  s.  6»  xiie  Qubbn 
it  is  enacted^  **  That  on  the  trial  of  any  such  appeal  be-  j„gt|^  of 
fore  any  court  of  quarter  sessions,  the  justices  therein  Middlbsbx. 
assembled  shall  hear  the  evidence  of  the  said  mother,'' 
and,  therefore,  after  the  trial  has  begun,  no  doubt  the 
mother  is  a  competent  witness ;  but  the  objection  here 
is  lliat  the  trial  had  not  begnu.  The  course  of  practice 
is,  that  the  appellazit  begins,  by  proving  his  notice  of 
appeal  so  as  to  bring  himself  into  court,  and  when  that 
is  done,  then  the  respondent  has  to  make  out  her  case. 
The  first  is  onty  a  preliminary  step,  aud  the  trial  does 
not  commence  until  the  respondent  begins.  The  mother 
is  only  permitted  to  bea  witness  exnecesdtate;  but  that 
reason  does  not  apply  where  it  is  sought  to  prove  a  no- 
tice of  appeal^  for  that  may  be  done  by  other  witnesses. 
Next,  the  notice  served  <m  Monday  morning  was  too 
late,  for,  though  it  may  be  admitted  that -in  law,  for 
most  purposes,  Sunday  is  not  a  dies  juridicus,  yet  the 
language  of  the  7  &  8  Yict.  c.  101,  s.  4,  is  very  precise; 
the  time  withia  which  the  notice  of  appeal  must  be 
given  is  measured  by  hours,  and,  it  is  submitted  that, 
when  they  have  begun  to  run,  they  cannot  be  inter* 
rupted.  Besides,  there  is  no  reason  why  a  notice  of 
this  load  may  not  be  served  on  a  Sunday.  The  29 
Car.  2,  c.  7,  s.  1,  applies  only  to  things  done  m  a  man's 
ordinary  calling ;  and  the  case  does  not  come  within  the 
6th  seetion  of  that  statute,  as  this  notice  is  not  in  the 
nature  of  process :  Alanmm  v.  Brooibank(a),  Walgraioe  v. 
Taylor  (b)*  Many  notices  are  now  required  to  be  fixed 
on  the  church  doors  that  they  may  be  seen  by  the  pa- 
rishioners on  Sunday,  and  in  Catholic  times  fains  and 
markets  were  commonly  holden  on  that  day :  Comym  v. 
Boyer  (c).     Again,  in  RawUns  v.  T%€  Overseers  of  West 

(a )  Carth.  504.         {h)l  Ld.  Baym.  705.        (c)  Cro.  Eliz.  485. 
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1848.        Derby  [a)  it  was  held,  that  if  the  20th  of  July  falls  on  a 

The  Qunx     Sunday,  notice  of  claim  to  be  placed  on  the  register  of 

Jattk»8of     voters,  served  upon  the  overseer  on  that  day,  is  good, 

MiDDL«8«x.    within  the  meaning  of  the  6  &  7  Vict  c.  18,  s.  4;  and 

Maule,  J.,  says  that  there  is  no  law  which  requires  that 

acts  of  that  description  shall  not  be  done  on  a  Sunday. 

Pashlet/y  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  quarter  sessions 
ought  to  have  permitted  the  mother  to  be  examined,  as 
she  is  expressly  made  a  competent  witness  by  the  6th 
section  of  the  8  &  9  Vict,  c  10,  upon  the  trial  of  the  ap- 
peal; and  it  would  be  unfairly  limiting  the  meaning  of 
that  section  to  say  that  it  makes  her  evidence  admisdble 
only  after  she  has  begun  to  prove  her  own  case.  By  that 
act  the  putative  father  must  enter  into  a  recognizance, 
and  forthwith  give  or  send  a  notice  in  writing  to  the 
mother  of  his  having  so  entered  into  such  recognizance; 
and  there  is  ^o  reason  why  the  mother  should  not  be 
called  to  prove  that  this  notice  has  been  given.  In  Re- 
ffina  V.  Samper  (b)  it  was  held,  that  an  entry  vnth  the 
derk  of  the  peace  of  an  intended  application,  was  an  ap- 
plication within  the  meaning  of  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76, 
s.  73,  so  as  to  give  the  sessions  jurisdiction;  and  that  the 
calling  on  of  the  case,  and  the  appearance  of  the  appel- 
lant to  resist  the  application,  was  a  sufficient  hearing. 
In  Regina  v.  The  Recorder  of  Exeter  (c)  it  was  decided, 
under  the  same  statute,  that  an  application  had  been 
sufficiently  heard  to  warrant  granting  costs  against  the 
overseers,  although  the  sessions  dismissed  the  applica- 
tion on  an  objection  taken  by  the  appellant  that  the 
overseers  were  not  the  proper  parties  to  make  it ;  and 
though  in  Regina  v.  Lordr  Hastings  (d)  it  was  decided 
that  there  had  been  no  hearing  of  the  application,  yet 

(a)  Lutw.  Reg.  Cas.  373 ;  2        (c)  5  Q.  B.  R.  342. 
C.  B.  72.  (J)  1  New  Seas.  Cas.  262;  6 

(h)  1  Q.  B.  R.  119.  Q.  B.  R.  141. 
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the  judgment  there  turned  upon  the  conduct  of  the  ap-  1848. 
pellant.  If  the  argument  on  the  other  side^  that  proof  The  Quxsn 
of  the  notice  of  appeal  is  no  part  of  the  trial,  be  correct,  jngttecs  of 
then  witnesses  called  to  prove  it  may  commit  perjury  Middlbsbx. 
with  impunity.  As  to  the  other  point :  the  29  Car.  2, 
c  7,  8.  6,  enacts  that  "  no  person  upon  the  Lord's  day 
shall  serve  any  writ»  process,  warrant,  order,  judgment, 
or  decree,  and  that  the  service  of  every  such  writ»  &c, 
shall  be  void  to  all  intents  and  purposes ;"  and  it  is  sub- 
mitted that  this  notice  of  appeal  is  a  .process,  and  there- 
fore cannot  be  served  on  Sunday.  In  Tomlin's  Law 
Dictionary  the  definition  is  thus  given :  "  Processus,  fl 
procedendo  ab  initio  usque  ad  finem,  is  so  called  because 
it  proceeds  or  goes  out,  upon  former  matter,  either  ori- 
ginal or  judicial,  and  hath  two  significations :  firsts  it  is 
lai^y  taken  for  all  the  proceedings  in  any  action,  real 
or  personal,  civil  or  criminal,  from  the  beginning  to  the 
end;  secondly,  that  is  termed  the  process  by  which  a 
man  is  called  into  any  temporal  court,  because  it  is  the 
hegmmng  or  prindpal  part  thereof  by  which  the  rest  is 
directed,  or,  taken  strictly,  it  is  the  proceeding  after 
the  original  and  before  judgment.''  Here  this  notice  of 
appeal  brings  the  mother  into  the  court  of  quarter  ses- 
sions. {Erky  J. — The  act  of  the  Court  is  included  in 
process;  this  is  the  act  of  the  party.]  There  are  many 
cases  where  steps,  taken  by  the  parties  themselves,  and 
in  which  no  act  of  the  Court  is  included,  have  been  de- 
cided to  be  invalid  because  the  service  has  been  on  Sun- 
day. Thus,  a  declaration  in  ejectment  cannot  be  served 
on  Sunday :  Waldegrave^s  case  (a),  Morgan  v.  John- 
son (b) ;  so  service  on  a  Sunday  of  notice  of  a  plea  filed 
was  held  bad :  Roberts  v.  Monhhouse  (c).  Service  of  a 
rule  nisi  for  an  attachment^  M^IUham  v.  Smith  (<f),  ser- 


(a)  12  Mod.  607.  (o)  8  East,  647. 

(5)  1  H.  Bl.  628.  \d)  8  T.  R.  86. 
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vice  of  a  copy  of  a  latitat^  Taylor  y.  JPk3gfps(a)i  service 

The  QuBBN     ^^  *  notice  to  produce,  Hughes  v.  Budd(b),  were  held  to 

J'*  be  inyalid.     BawUns  v.  The  Overseers  of  West  Derby  (c), 

MiooLBSBx.    cited  OIL  the  other  side,  was  in  no  way  connected  with 

proceedings  in  a  court  of  justice,  and  is  therefore  no 

authority. 

Eble,  J. — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought  to  be 
made  absolute.  The  statute  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  10  has  ren- 
dered the  mother  a  competent  witness  on  the  trial  of  the 
appeal ;  and,  for  the  purposes  of  the  statute,  I  think  that 
after  the  appeal  has  been  entered,  and  the  case  called  on, 
it  must  be  taken  l2iat  the  trial  has  begun.  If  that  were 
not  80^  it  might  be  contended  that  persons  called  to 
prove  the  notice  of  appeal  might  cotnmit  perjury  with 
impunity.  Then,  as  she  is  rendered  competent  by  the 
statute,  she  is  a  competent  witness  for  both  parties;  and 
as  she  could  have  proved  the  notice  of  appeal  here,  the 
sessions  were  wrong,  and  the  appellant  has  a  right  to 
have  his  appeal  heard.  I  think,  also,  that  nodee  of  ap- 
peal in  this  case  ought  not  to  be  served'  on  Sunday.  I 
think  it  is  a  process,  or  very  much  in  the  nature  of  pro- 
cess. The  decision,  that  a  service  of  a  declaration  in 
ejectment  on  a  Sunday  is  bad,  furnishes  a  yeiy  strong 
analogy,  for  that  is  entirely  the  act  of  the  party,  and  one 
in  which  the  Court  in  no  respect  interferes.  On  both 
grounds,  therefore,  I  think  that  a  mandamus  ought 

to  go. 

Bule  absolute. 

(a)  3  East,  155.  {b)  8  DowL  P.  C.  315. 

(c)  Lutw.  Reg.  Gas.  373;  2  C.  B.  72. 
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The  QuBEN  V.  The  Duke  of  Grafton  and  Others.         May  12th. 
LN  this  caae  a  rule  had  been  obtained  calling  upon  the  An  order  in 

jy»i  1  ••  /»i  t*       1  baatardy  on  a 

defendants^  who  were  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  county  printed  form 
of  SuSblki  to  shew  cause  why  a  writ  of  certiorari  should  form^<rf  fhe  * 
not  issue  to  remove  into  the  court  the  following  order  "cliedttie  an- 

^  nexed  to  the 

for  the  purpose  of  quashing  it : —  8  &  9  Vict. 

c.  10,  stated 

Suffolk,  to  wit.— At  a  petty  session  of  her  Majesty's  justices  ^^^^^^^' 

of  the  pea^  for  the  county  of  Suffolk,  holden  in  and  for  the  peared  in  pari 

divinon  of  Blackburn,  in  the  said  county,  at  Ixworth,on  the  1st  snance  of  the 

day  of  November,  1847,  before  us  the  Duke  of  Grafton,  &c.,  her  S?J*^*J^i^"' 

Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  said  county  :  that  the  en- 

Whereas  one  Mary  Smith,  single  woman,  residing  at  Baming-  dence  on  which 
ham  within  this  division,  did,  on  the  20th  day  of  October,  1847,  ^^^^^  ^ 
having  been  delivered  of  a  bastard  child  within  twelve  calendar  <•  in  the  pre- 
months  prior  thereto,  make  application  to  Edward  Bridgman,  fence  and  hear- 
Esq.,  one  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  acting  for  this  ?*^danf  .*^ 
division,  for  a  summons  to  be  served  upon  one  John  Philip  words  being 
Bunn,  of  Hopton  in  the  said  county,  farmer,  whom  she  alleged  Btruck  out  of 
to  be  the  &ther  of  the  said  child ;  and  the  said  justice  thereupon  *^  amy^rwuron 
issued  his  summons  to  the  said  John  Philip  Bunn,  to  appear  at  assigned : — 
a  petty  session  to  be  holden  on  this  day  for  this  division,  in  H^ld,  that  the 
which  the  said  justioe  usually  acts,  to  answer  her  complaint  2!S?^"*"^" 
touching  the  premises.    And  whereas  the  said  John  Philip      If  the  person, 
Bunn,  having  been  duly  served  with  the  said  summons  within  ^g^nst  whom 
forty  days  from  this  day,  and  now  appearing  in  pursuance  ^JJ^J^S^*^ 
thereof,  and  the  said  Mary  Smith  having  now  applied  to  us  the  taken,  appears, 
justices  in  petty  seasion  assembled,  for  an  order  upon  the  said  the  witnesses 
John  Philip  Bunn,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  J^STto  be  ex- 
case  made  and  provided ;  and  it  being  now  proved  to  us  in  ths  pra*  amined  in  his 

&ong?  '*^^!  h^-^^'^.nr  of  th9  aali* ^  that  the  said  child  was,  pw«aice,  and  a 

since  the  passing  of  an  act  passed  in  the  eighth  year  of  the  reign  l^^^  fac?  ought 

of  her  present  Majesty,  intituled  &c.,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  4th  to  appear  in 

day  of  September,  1847,  bom  a  bastard  of  the  body  of  the  said  'J®?|?"'  °' 

Mary  Smith;  and  we  having,    in  tho  prcccnoG  and  hearing  of  STrag^^'hi 

the  aaid  *  ,  heard  the  evidence  of  such  woman,  and  such  it  to  account 

other  evidence  aa  she  hath  produced,  and  having  also  heard  '^J^di"^*^ 

all  the  evidence  tendered  by  *  on  behalf  of  the  said  John  Philip  mei^. 

Bonn ;  and  the  evidence  of  the  said  Mary  Smith,  the  mother  of  *  ^, 
the  said  child,  having  been  corroborated  in  some  material  par- 
ticular, by  other  testimony,  to  our  satisfaction ;  do  hereby  ad- 
judge the  said  John  Philip  Bunn  to  be  the  putative  father  of 
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1848.  the  itii  baaUrd  child ;  and  having  regard  to  all  the  ciretun- 

'~— x-^^       rtaaces  of  this  case,  we  do  now  hereby  order  that  the  s^d  Jolrn 
The  Qui»M     pijiip  gmm  j^  p^y  ^^^  yja  aud  Mwy  Smith,  the  mother  of 
The  DtTKc  or    the  said  baatard  child,  so  lonjf  aa  ahe  ahall  lire,  and  ahall  be  of 
QaATToN.      Bonud  mind,  and  shall  not  be  in  any  gaol  or  prison,  or  under 
sentence  of  transportation,  or  to  the  penon  who  may  be  ap* 
pointed  to  hare  the  custody  of  sncb  child  nader  the  provinons  of 
the  sud  statnte,  the  snm  of  two  sbillinga  per  week  until  the  said 
child  shall  attain  the  age  of  thirteen  years,  or  shall  die,  or  the 
sud  Hary  Smith  shall  many.    And  we  do  hereby  further  order 
the  said  John  Philip  Bnnn  to  pay  to  the  sud  Hary  Smith  the 
sum  of  11. 7t.,  being  the  costs  incurred  in  obtaining  this  order, 
Giren  under  oni  hands  and  seals,  at  the  aeaaions  aforesaid. 
Signed  by  the  DuKZ  of  Giuftoit,  8cc. 

It  appeared  by  the  affidavit  that  the  order  was  drawn 

op  on  a  printed  form,  and  that  the  words  "  in  tiie  pre- 

eence  and  hearing  of  the  said  "  and  the  word  "  by  "  had 

'    been  erased  by  the  clerk  who  drew  up  the  <wder,  by 

striking  his  pen  through  them. 

Coach  now  shewed  cause. — The  objection  is,  that  it 
does  not  appear  upon  the  6ice  of  the  order  that  the  evi- 
dence was  taken  in  the  presence  of  the  defendant ;  the 
Court,  however,  will  presume  that  it  was  taken  in  the 
presence  of  the  defendant,  because  it  is  stated  upon  the 
face  of  the  order  that  he  was  duly  summoned,  and  that 
he  appeared  in  pursuance  thereof,  ^ffiffktnum,  J. — 
Does  the  order  here  follow  the  form  ^ven  in  the  sche- 
dule of  the  Stat.  8  &  9  Tict  o.  lOP]  No;  norisiji 
necessary,  because  the  statute  only  requires  that  the 
order  shall  be  to  the  like  tenor  or  effect.  It  ie  admit- 
ted that  neither  in  convictaons  nor  orders  will  this  Court 
make  any  intendment  in  iiivoDr  of  jurisdiction ;  but 
when  jurisdiction  is  once  established,  then  an  intend- 
ment will  be  made  to  support  the  jurisdiction  in  an  order, 
though  not  in  a  conviction.  [  Wightmtm,  J. — I  find  that 
the  words  "in  the  presence  and  hearing  of"  are  twice 
struck  oat.    It  seems  to  me  that  if  I  am  to  infer  any 


EASTER  TERM,  11  VICT. 


159 


thing,  I  ought  to  infer  that  thej  were  struck  out  be- 
cause the  defendant  was  not  then  present.]  That  might 
be  so,  if  the  stat  8  &  9  Yict.  c.  10  had  been  mentioned 
in  this  order.  In  orders  of  this  description  it  is  not  ne- 
cessary that  the  evidence  should  be  taken  in  the  presence 
of  the  defendant.  The  case  of  Rex  v.  Upton  Gray  (a) 
is  expressly  in  point  There  the  sessions  had  quashed 
an  order  of  two  justices,  adjudging  a  person  to  be  the 
father  of  a  bastard  child,  on  the  ground  "  that  it  did  not 
appear  upon  the  face  of  the  order  that  the  woman  was 
examined  in  the  presence  of  the  defendant,"  but  this 
Court  quashed  the  order  of  sessions ;  and  Lord  Mans- 
fiddy  C.  J.,  said,  '^that  the  presence  of  the  putative 
father  is  not  necessary  before  the  justices  out  of  ses- 
sions.'' That  case  is  quoted  in  the  text-books  down  to 
the  passing  of  the  stat.  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101,  and  that  sta- 
tute does  not  make  any  alteration.  Then  the  question 
is,  whether  the  stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  10  has  done  so  ?  It 
has  ^ven  certsun  forms  which  may  be  followed^  but 
there  are  cases  where  the  form  is  not  applicable.  The 
form  given  only  contemplates  the  appearance  or  non- 
appearance of  the  defendant,  but  by  the  7th  section  the 
putative  father  may  appear  by  hisattomey ;  and  in  the  case 
of  Regina  v.  Shipperbottom  (&),  where  it  was  stated  that 
the  evidence  was  taken  in  the  presence  of  the  attorney 
appearing  on  behalf  of  the  putative  father,  the  order  was 
held  good. 


1848. 


The  QuBKN 
The  Duke  or 

G&AFTON.  ' 


WorUedgei  contrd. — In  Rex  v.  Upton  Gray  (c)  it  does 
not  appear  that  the  defendant  appeared  at  all,  and  there 
is  no  doubt  that  in  such  case,  after  the  smnmons  has 
been  properly  proved,  the  justices  may  proceed  in  the 
absence  of  the  defendant;  but  here  the  man  appeared, 
and  then  it  became  necessary  to  state  that  the  evidence 


(a)  Cald.  308. 
VOL.  m. 


(&)2NewS68S.Cas.64]. 
O 


(c)  Cald.  308. 
N.  8.  C 
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was  taken  in  his  presence.  The  order  ia  now  repngniuit, 
for  it  first  shews  that  he  a^^ieared,  and  then  that  the  evi- 
deoce  was  not  taken  in  his  presence.  He  must  ^ther  ap- 
pear or  not,  and  the  jostioea  ought  to  have  treated  it  as 
a  case  of  non-appearance,  or  have  shewn  in  the  order 
the  real  state  of  fiicts.  In  Begina  t.  SMpperbottom  (a),  if 
the  words  "  in  the  presence  of  the  attorney  "  had  been 
omitted,  it  is  clear  that  the  Court  would  have  held  the 
order  bad,  and  that  would  make  that  case  an  authoritj 
to  shew  that  this  order  also  is  bad.  The  words  "  in 
the  presence  and  hearing  of"  being  struck  out,  clearly 
raises  the  presumption  that  the  evidence  was  taken  in 
his  absence,  and  no  excuse  for  so  doing  is  shewn  upon 
the  face  of  the  order. 

Cur.  adv.  volt  (6). 

CoLERmoE,  J.,  now  delivered  judgment  for  H'ight- 
man,  3. — In  this  case,  which  was  aigued  at  the  latter 
end  of  the  last  term,  the  question  turned  upon  an  objec- 
tion to  the  validity  of  an  order  in  bastardy,  made  upon 
the  pntative  father  for  the  payment  of  a  weekly  sum  for 
the  miuntenance  of  the  child.  The  order  was  made  un- 
der the  7  &  8  Vict  c  101,  and  the  8  &  9  Vict  c.  10. 
It  was  in  the  form  given  in  the  schedule  to  the  last- 
mentioned  act,  with  certun  omisraona  which  raised  the 
objection. 

The  order  recSted  the  application  of  the  mother,  and 
the  issuing  of  a  suomions  to  the  putative  father  to  appear 
and  answer  the  complaint.  It  then  stated  that  the  puta- 
tive father  appeared  in  pursuance  of  the  summons,  and 
that  the  mother  then  applied  to  the  justices  for  an  order 
upon  the  putative  father ;  and  it  being  then  proved  to 
the  justices  that  the  Bud  child  was  bom  a  bastard,  and 
the  juBtices  having  heard  the  evidence  of  the  woman, 
and  such  other  evidence  as  she  bad  produced,  and  having 

(a)  New  Se88.  Cas.  641. 
(b)  Before  Wigktman,  J.,  in  the  BoU  Conrt 
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alao  heard  all  the  eyidence  tendered  on  behalf  of  the        1B48. 
pntatiTe  &ther^  and  the  eTidence  of  the  mother  having     The  Quben 
been  corroborated  in  some  material  particular  by  other   ^^  "Dvkb.  of 
testimony,  the  justices  did  adjudge,  &c.,  and  then  made      Grafton. 
the  order.     The  objection  was,  that  it  was  not  stated 
that  it  was  proved  ''in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the 
putative  father"  that  the  child  was  bom  a  bastard,  or 
that  the  justices  heard  the  evidence  of  the  woman  ''in 
his  presence  and  hearing."     A  printed  form  in  the  terms 
in  the  schedule  to  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  10  had  been  used 
for  the  order,  and  the  words  '^  in  the  presence  and  hear- 
ing of  the  said  "  were  struck  out. 

It  was  contended  for  the  putative  father,  that,  as  it 
was  stated  that  he  appeared  before  the  justices,  it  should 
also  have  been  stated  that  the  evidence  and  proof  were 
"in  his  presence  and  hearing,"  and  that  the  form  given 
by  the  statute  required  such  statement  in  case  the  de- 
fendant appeared.  On  the  other  side,  it  was  said,  that  the 
statement  of  the  putative  father  having  appeared  did  not 
necessarily  imply  that  he  appeared  in  person,  for  he 
might,  if  he  pleased,  appear  by  counsel  or  attorney ;  and 
that  the  order  shews  that  the  appearance  of  the  putative 
father  was  by  attorney,  lor  in  that  part  of  the  order 
which  states  that  the  justices  heard  all  the  evidence 
tendered  '*  on  behalf  of  the  putative  father,"  the  word 
'*by"  which  is  used  in  the  printed  form  is  struck  out, 
and  the  words  "on  behalf  of  "  substituted,  as  directed  by 
the  note  to  the  form  in  the  schedule  in  the  statute  in 
cases  where  the  appearance  is  by  counsel  or  attorney. 
It  was  also  said  that  even  if  the  putative  father  had  ap- 
peared in  person,  he  might,  if  he  pleased,  absent  himself 
whilst  the  woman  and  the  other  witnesses  were  exa- 
mined, and  Rex  v.  Luffe  (a)  and  Regina  v.  Shipperbot- 
tam  {li)  were  cited. 

(a)  8  East,  193.  {b)  2  New  Sesg.  Cas.  641. 
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It  eeemB  to  me,  however,  tliat,  looking  at  the  two  sta- 
tutes and  the  fonns  in  the  Bchedule  to  the  8  &  9  Vict. 
.  c.  10,  with  the  notes  to  those  forms,  whether  the  defend- 
ant appears  in  person,  or  by  attorney,  to  answer  the 
complaint  of  the  woman  before  &.e  justices,  the  order 
ought  to  state  upon  the  face  of  it  that  the  evidence  was 
given  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the  defendant,  or 
of  his  attorney,  as  the  case  may  be;  and  tiiat  if  there 
is  any  special  reason  for  omitting  that  statement,  aJUr 
appearance,  it  should  he  su^^ested  on  the  &ce  of  the 
order.  The  ordinary  rules  of  law  require  that  if  the 
party  ag^nst  whom  the  proceedings  are  taken,  appears, 
and  makes  no  default,  the  witnesses  against  him  should 
be  examined  in  his  presence  and  hearing.  In  the  pre- 
sent case,  no  reason  whatever  is  given  for  the  omission 
of  the  statement  that  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the 
woman  was  given  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the 
putative  father,  though  it  is  stated  that  he  appeared  to 
answer  the  compl^t.  This  view  of  the  case  is  con^t- 
ent  with  the  case  of  Begina  v.  Skipperbottom  (a),  and  the 
rule  therefore  will  he  absolute. 

Bule  absolute. 


(o)  2  N«w  Seas.  Caa.  641. 


f- 
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EASTER  TERM,  11  VICT.  168 

1848. 

The  Queen  v.  Tyewhitt.  May  27. 

1  HE  following  order  was  brought  into  this  Court  by  Under  8  &  9 
certiorari:—  J'S'^'l?^' 

B.  58,  justices 

haye  power  to 

"  To  the  Overseers  of  the  Poor  of  adjudicate  the 

the  parish  of  Kingsbury,  in  the  JJ^^^J™^*  ^^*. 
county  of  Middlesex,  and  to  each  and  by  Mctf  62* 
and  every  of  them.  to  make  an  or- 

der  for  the 
"  Whereas,  by  a  certain  order  under  the  hand  of  John  Bes-   mamtenance  of 

vicke  Greenwood,  Esq.,  one  of  the  magistrates  of  the  police   "i^ch  lunatic: — 
courts  of  the  metropolis,  being  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  and  for  order  adjudi-^ 
the  county  of  Middlesex,  sitting  at  the  Clerkenwell  Police   eating  the  set- 
Court,  within  the  metropolitan  police  district  and  county  of  tlemcnt  and  the 
Middlesex,  bearing  date  the  14th  of  January,  1847,  directed  to  teniaic»  maybe 
the  proprietor  of  Grove  House  Lunatic  Asylum,  established  at  made  in  the 
Bow,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  which  is  a  house  duly  licensed   »™e  document, 
for  insane  persons,  it  appearing  to  the  said  magistrate  that  the  \^  directl^to 
county  lunatic  asylum  established  at  Han  well  for  the  county  of  the  overseers  of 
Middlesex  was  then  full,  reciting  that  the  said  magistrate  having  ^if.^iflj^  ^^ 
called  to  hiB  assistance  Mr.  Henry  Bird,  then  of  &c.,  a  surgeon,  tlement  is  ad -" 
and  having  personally  examined  John  Fuller,  a  pauper,  of  and  judged,  al- 
chargeable  to  the  parish  of  St.  Pancras,  in  the  county  of  Middle-   *^?^V"?*' 
sex,  within  the  metropolitan  police  district,  and  being  satisfied  eluded  in  an' 
that  the  said  J.  Fuller  was  a  lunatic,  and  a  proper  person  to  be  union, 
confined,  the  said  magistrate  thereby  directed  the  said  proprietor  _Jq^  Erie,  J. 
of  the  said  licensed  house,  situate  as  aforesaid,  to  receive  the  said  against  an  or- 
J.  Fuller  as  a  patient  into  the  said  licensed  house,  to  which  order  der  for  the 
was  subjoined  a  statement  respecting  the  said  J.  Fuller,  according  ™*"**®'*"^ce  of 
to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided.    And  tic,  the  settle- 
whereas,  on  the  said  14th  of  January  last,  the  said  John  Fuller  ™e^t  may  be 
was,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  order,  sent  and  conveyed  by  one  of 
the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  St.  Pancras  to  the 
said  licensed  house,  and  the  said  J.  Fuller  was  then  and  there  de- 
livered, together  with  a  counterpart  of  the  said  order  and  state- 
ment, to  the  proprietor  thereof,  who  then  received  the  said  J. 
Fuller  into  the  said  licensed  house,  and  the  said  J.  Fuller  was 
then  and  has  been  from  thence  hitherto  confined,  and  still  is  con- 
fined, in  the  said  licensed  house,  where  he  hath  been  and  still  is 
maintained  under  and  in  pursuance  of  the  said  order,  by  and  at 
the  cost  and  chaige  of  the  said  parish  of  St.  Pancras,  out  of  the 
rates  raised  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish.    And 
whereas  at  the  time  of  making  of  the  said  order,  the  place  of  the 


contested. 
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The  QuKEN 

V. 

Tyrwhitt. 


last  legal  settlement  of  the  said  J.  Fuller  was  not  ascertained  :  I, 
therefore,  Robert  Philip  Tyrwhitt,  Esq.,  one  of  the  magbtrates 
of  the  police  courts  of  the  metropolis,  sitting  at  the  Clerkenwell 
Police  Court,  within  the  metropolitan  district  and  county  of  Mid- 
dlesex, and  being  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  the  said  county  of 
Middlesex  wherein  the  said  asylum  is  situate,  having  inquired 
into  the  place  of  the  last  legal  settlement  of  the  said  J.  Fuller, 
and  it  being  now  satisfactorily  proved  before  me  as  well  by  the 
oath  of  James  Williams,  overseer  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of 
St.  Pancras,  and  John  Fuller,  the  elder,  father  of  the  said  luna- 
tic, as  otherwise,  that  the  said  parish  of  Kingsbury,  in  the  county 
of  Middlesex,  is  the  place  of  the  last  legal  settlement  of  the  said  J. 
Fuller,  do  hereby  adjudge  the  last  legal  settlement  of  the  said  J. 
Fuller  to  be  in  the  said  parish  of  Kingsbury,  in  the  county  of 
Middlesex.  And  whereas  it  is  now  duly  proved  unto  me,  the  said 
magistrate,  as  well  upon  the  oath  of  James  Williams,  one  of  the 
overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  St.  Pancras,  as  other- 
wise, that  the  expenses  incurred  by  and  on  behalf  of  the  said  pa- 
rish of  St.  Pancras  in  and  about  the  examination  of  such  luna- 
tic, and  his  conveyance  to  the  said  licensed  house,  amount  to 
1/.  68,y  and  that  the  monies  paid  by  the  said  parish  of  St.  Pan- 
.eras  to  the  said  proprietor  of  the  said  licensed  house  for  the  lodg- 
ing, maintenance,  medicine,  clothing,  and  care  of  the  said  luna- 
tic, and  incurred  within  twelve  months  previous  to  the  date  of 
this  my  order,  to  wit,  since  the  14th  of  January  last,  amount  to 
19/.  Is, :  I  do  hereby  order  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said 
parish  of  Kingsbury  to  pay  to  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the 
said  parish  of  St.  Pancras  the  said  sum  of  1/.  5«.,  being  the  rea- 
sonable expenses  incurred  by  the  said  parish  of  St.  Pancras  in 
and  about  the  said  examination  of  the  said  lunatic  and  his  con- 
veyance to  the  said  licensed  house ;  and  also  the  further  sum  of 
19/.  Is*  to  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  St.  Pan- 
cras, being  the  amount  of  the  several  monies  which  by  tiiem 
have  been  paid  within  the  last  twelve  calendar  months,  to  wit, 
since  the  said  14th  of  January  last,  for  the  lodging,  muntenance, 
medicine,  clothing,  and  care  of  the  said  J.  Fuller  in  the  said  li- 
censed house.  And  I  do  also  hereby  further  order  you,  the  over- 
seers of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  ELingsbury,  to  pay  weekly, 
and  every  week,  to  the  proprietor  of  the  said  licensed  house,  from 
the  4th  of  September,  1847,  the  sum  of  12«.,  which  sum  the  said 
proprietor  is  willing  to  accept,  and  which  appears  to  me  to  be 
the  reasonable  charges  for  the  future  lodging,  maintenance,  medi- 
cine, clothing,  and  care  of  the  said  J.  Fuller  daring  his  confine- 
ment in  the  said  licensed  house,  under  and  in  pursuance  of  the 
said  recited  order,  as  such  lunatic  as  aforesaid,  chargeable  to  the 
said  parish  of  Kingsbury,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex.    Given 
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under  my  hand  and  seal  at  Clerkenwell  Police  Court  aforesaid, 
this  4th  of  September,  1847. 

"  R.  P.  Tyrwhitt  (l.  s.).' 
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PcLshley  obtained  a  rule  to  quash  this  order,  and  ob- 
jected that  it  was  bad,  under  the  8  &  9  Vict  c.  126, 
8.  62  (a),  on  the  ground  that  the  order  adjudicating  the 


(a)  Section  58  enacts,  '<  That  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  any  two  jus- 
tices for  the  county  or  borough 
in  which  any  asylum,  regis- 
tered hospital,  or  licensed  house 
is  situate,  or  to  which  such  asy- 
lum shall  wholly  or  in  part  be- 
long, or  from  any  part  of  which 
any  paaper  lunatic  shall  have 
been  sent  at  any  time,  to  inquire 
into  the  last  legal  settlement  of 
any  pauper  lunatic  confined  or 
ordered  to  be  confined  therein, 
and  if  satisfactory  evidence  can 
be  obtained  as  to  such  settle- 
ment in  any  parish,  township, 
or  place,  such  justices  shall  by 
order  under  their  hands  and 
seals  adjudge  such  settlement 
accordingly." 

Section  62  enacts,  '<  That  if 
after  any  lunatic  shall  have  been 
sent  to  an  asylum,  registered 
hospital,  or  licensed'  house,  it 
shall  be  adjudged  that  such 
lunatic  is  settled  in  a  parish 
different  from  the  parish  &om 
which,  or  at  the  instance  of 
some  clergyman  or  officer  of 
which,  he  was  sent  to  such 
asylum,  hospital,  or  house,  then 
and  in  such  case  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  any  two  justices  of 
the  county  from  any  part  of 
which  any  lunatic  shall  hare 
been  sent,  or  for  any  two  jus- 
tices, members  of  the  commit- 


tee of  visitors  of  such  asylum, 
to  make  an  order  or  orders  upon 
the  treasurer  of  the  guardians 
of  the  union  including  any 
parish,  or  of  any  j^ish,  or  the 
overseers  of  the  parish  in  which 
snch  lunatic  shall  be  so  ad- 
judged to  be  settled,  for  pay- 
ment to  the  treasurer  of  the 
guardians  or  overseers  of  the 
first-mentioned  union  or  pacrish 
of  all  expenses  incurred  by  or 
on  behalf  of  such  union  or 
parish  in  or  about  the  exami- 
nation of  such  lunatic  and  his 
conveyance  to  the  asylum,  hos- 
pital, or  house,  and  of  all  mo- 
nies paid  by  the  treasurer  of  the 
guardians  or  the  overseers  of 
such  first-mentioned  union  or 
parish  to  the  treasurer,  officer, 
or  proprietor  of  the  asylum, 
registered  hospital,  or  licensed 
house,  for  the  lodging,  mainte- 
nance, medicine,  clothing,  and 
care  of  such  lunatic,  and  in- 
curred within  twelve  calendar 
months  previous  to  the  date  of 
such  order,  and  also  for  payment 
to  the  treasurer,  officer,  or  pro- 
prietor of  the  asylum,  registered 
hospital,  or  licensed  house,  of 
the  reasonable  charges  of  the 
future  lodging,  maintenance, 
medicine,  clothing,  and  care  of 
such  lunatic;  and  every  trea- 
surer of  the  guardians  or  over- 


1848. 


The  QuBBN 
Tyrwhitt. 
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settlement  and  tbe  order  of  muntenance  were  comprised 
in  the  same  instrument,  and  because  the  order  of  miun- 
tenance  waa  made  on  the  overseers  of  the  pariah  where 
the  Imi&tic  was  adjudged  to  be  settled,  whereas  it  ought 
to  have  been  made  on  the  treasurer  of  the  union  to  which 
that  pariah  belonged. 

Prendergcut  and  HouforA  shewed  cause. — The  statute 
8  &  9  Vict.  c.  126,  by  sect  58  gives  jurisdiction  to  jus- 
tices to  inquire  into  and  adjudicate  upon  the  settlement 
of  a  lunatic  pauper ;  and  section  62  gives  them  juiisdic- 
tioQ  to  make  an  order  on  the  parish  to  which  such  luna- 
tic is  adjudged  to  be  settled,  for  the  maintenance  of  the 
lunatic.  But  there  is  nothing  in  the  act  to  prevent  the 
order  adjudicatiDg  the  settlement  .and  the  order  of  mwi- 
tenance  being  comprised  in  the  same  document  In 
each  of  the  sections  above  cited  jurisdiction  is  given  to 
two  justices  of  the  county,  although  power  is  ^veu  to 
cert^  justices  by  the  62Qd  section,  who  are  not  in- 

seer  on  whom  any  such  Ust-  peal  against  the  same  in  like 

mentioned  order  ehall  be  made,  manner  as  if  the  same  were  a 

shall,  out  of  any  money  wliich  wanant  of  removal ;   and  in 

may  come  into  hia  bands  by  ease  of  soch  appeal,  the  goord- 

virtue  of  hia  office,  immedi-  iana  of  the  union  or  parish,  or 

sl«ly  pay  to  the  treaanrer  of  the    oreisesTS  of  the    parbh, 

the  guardians  or  overseers  of  township,  or  place,  or  the  clerk 

such  first-mentioned  union  or  of  the  peace  of  the  county  to 

parish  the  amount  of  the  ex-  which  such  lunatic  was  charge- 

penses  and  monies  by  such  or-  able    before   snch    order   was 

der  directed  to  be  paid  to  him  made,  may  defend  such  appeal, 

or  them,  and  from  time  to  time  and  the   persons  appealing  or 

pay  to  the  sud  treasurer,  ofli-  intending  to  appeal,  and  the 

cer,  or  proprietor  of  the  aeylum,  persons  defending  such  appeal, 

registered  hospital,  or  licensed  shall  have  all  the  same  powers, 

house,  the  future  charges  afore-  rights,  and  privities,  and  be 

Boid :  provided  always,  that  the  subject  to  the  same  obligations 

guardians  of  any  union  or  pa-  in  all  reepecta  as  in  the  case  of 

riah,  or  the  overseers  of  any  an  appeal  against  a  warrant  of 

parish,  township,  or  place  af-  removal." 
fected  by  such  order,  may  sp- 


i 
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duded  in  the  58th.     Here  the  order  of  maintenance         1648. 
inclades  the  order  adjudicating  the  settlement,  and  al-     xie  Qubbn 
though  no  appeal  is  given  against  the  latter  in  express  ^• 

words,  still  it  may  be  contested  in  an  appeal  against  the 
order  of  nudntenance ;  Begina  v.  The  Justices  of  Middle- 
sex  (a),  and  JEa?  parte  The  Overseers  of  MofMeigh  (b) ; 
therefore,  in  practice,  the  convenience  is  in  favour  of  both 
orders  being  made  at  the  same  time.  It  is  said  the  order 
of  maintenance  ought  to  have  been  made  on  the  trea- 
surer of  the  union  which  includes  the  parish  to  which 
the  pauper  belongs.  The  words  of  the  statute  are :  "  It 
shall  be  lawful  for  any  two  justices,  &c.  to  make  an' 
order  upon  the  treasurer  of  the  guardians  of  the  union 
including  any  parish,  or  of  any  parish,  or  the  overseers 
of  the  parish  in  which  such  lunatic  shall  be  so  adjudged 
to  be  settled."  The  justices,  therefore,  have  the  option 
either  of  making  the  order  on  the  treasurer  of  the  union, 
or  on  the  overseers  of  the  parish,  and  there  is  no  reason 
for  holding  that  "  overseers  of  the  parish  "  must  be  held 
to  apply  to  parishes  which  are  not  included  in  any  union. 
If  the  money  is  directed  to  be  paid  by  the  treasurer, 
there  is  no  provision  in  the  statute  that  the  overseers  of 
the  pariah  should  have  notice  of  it,  and  the  time  allowed 
for  appealing  against  the  order  may  elapse  before  they 
become  acquainted  that  such  money  has  been  paid. 

Pcuhley,  contr&. — ^It  has  not  yet  been  decided  that 
the  8  &  9  Vict,  c  126  gives  an  appeal  against  an  order 
adjudicating  the  settlement  of  a  lunatic  pauper.  The 
settlement  and  maintenance  of  the  lunatic  are  pro- 
vided for  in  distinct  sections,  and  the  legislature  varies 
the  authority  by  which  the  different  acts  are  to  be  done. 
By  section  62,  authority  is  given  to  "  any  two  justices, 

(a)  2  New  Sess.  Cas.  661.  (5)  Ante,  94. 
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1848.        members  of  the  committee  of  yisitors  of  such  asylmn," 
iTie  Qux«N    ^^^  ^"^  ^^*  included  in  section  58 ;  therefore  the  justices 
v-  who  make  an  order  for  maintenance  may  have  no  power 

to  adjudicate  as  to  the  settlement.  Section  58  does  not 
give  any  appeal  against  the  adjudication  of  the  settle- 
ment The  general  rule  is  that  writs  of  error  and  writs 
of  certiorari  are  not  taken  away  by  inference,  and  that 
right  of  appeal  cannot  be  given  by  inference.  Next, 
the  order  ought  to  have  been  made  on  the  treasurer  of 
the  union^  and  not  on  the  overseers  of  the  parish.  In 
Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Middlesex  (a)  the  order  was 
made  on  the  treasurer,  and  in  practice  it  would  be  more 
convenient  that  the  order  should  be  so  made,  because 
the  overseers  go  out  of  office  at  the  end  of  the  year,  and 
may  not  have  funds  in  hand,  whereas  the  guardians  are 
made  a  continuing  corporation  by  the  5  &  6  Will.  4, 
c  69 :  Paine  v.  Strand  Union  (b).  It  is  obvious  that  of 
late  the  Legislature  has  intended  parish  funds  to  be  at 
the  disposal  of  the  guardians  and  not  of  the  overseers. 
The  22  Geo.  3,  c  83,  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  33, 
the  2  &  3  Vict,  c  85,  on  which  Regina  v.  Smith  (c)  was 
decided,  the  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  54,  and  the  7  &  8  Vict  c 
33,  all  shew  that  parish  funds  are  placed  at  the  disposal 
of  the  guardians.  In  Regina  v.  The  Jtistices  of  Wilts  {d) 
the  Court  held  that,  under  the  2  &  3  Vict,  c  85,  the 
guardians  were  the  proper  persons  to  apply  for  an  order 
in  bastardy ;  and  Coleridge^  J.,  in  givijig  judgment  in 
that  case,  says :  ^^  In  Regina  v.  James  (e)  the  Court  ap- 
pears to  have  thought  that  an  application  by  the  guard- 
ians, even  under  the  original  act,  would  have  been  suffi- 
cient. I  entertain  some  doubt  whether  in  that  case  the 
guardians  were  not  the  proper  parties  to  the  proceeding. 

(a)  2  New  Seas.  Cas.  661.  (d)  12  A.  &  E.  793. 

(h)  8  Q.  B.  R.  326.  («)  10  Id.  423. 

(c)  2  New  Sen.  Cas.  226. 
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I  ahoold  have  inclined  to  oonstrue  that  act  reddendo         1848. 
Biogula  singulifi.     But,  at  all  events,  under  stat.  2  &  3     xhe  Qubbn 
Vict  c.  85,  the  guardians  are  proper  parties;  and,  ^     ».     ^' 
this  case  the  fund  of  the  union  appears  to  have  been 
charged. "    Here  the  parish  on  which  the  order  is  made 
is  included  in  an  union,  and  the  words  of  the  statute 
must  be  taken  to  i^[^y  to  parishes  which  are  not  included 
in  any  union. 

Lord  Djsnman,  C.  J. — I  think  there  is  no  doubt  on 
either  of  these  points.  There  is  no  reason  suggested 
whjT  the  two  orders  should  not  be  in  one.  It  is  also 
more  convenient  that  the  order  should  be  directed  to  the 
overseers  of  the  parish,  and  the  statute  clearly  gives  the 
magistrates  the  power  to  make  the  order  on  them. 

Pattbson,  J. — Where  the  settlement  of  the  pauper 
lunatic  cannot  be  ascertained,  the  61st  section  directs 
the  order  of  maintenance  to  be  made  on  the  parish  which 
sends  the  lunatic  to  the  asylum ;  but  where  the  settle- 
ment can  be  ascertained,  there  is  no  reason  why  both 
orders  may  not  be  made  at  the  same  time.  The  act  ex- 
presdy  says,  that  the  order  may  be  made  on  the  trea- 
surer or  on  l^e  overseers  of  the  parish. 

Coleridge,  J.,  concurred. 

Eklb,  J. — It  appears  to  me  that  the  order  adjudicat- 
ing the  settlement  and  the  order  of  maintenance  may  be 
comprised  in  the  same  instrument.  The  one  is  not  af- 
fected by  the  other  being  joined  with  it.  It  is  perfectly 
dear  to  my  mind  that  the  appeal  agidnst  the  order  of 
maintenance,  given  by  section  62,  includes  an  appeal 
against  the  order  adjudicating  the  settlement.  The  order 
of  maintenance,  it  is  said  in  section  62,  may  be  appealed 
against  in  like  manner  as  if  the  same  were  a  warrant  of 
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removal,  and  a.  warrant  of  removal  always  involves  in  it 
aa  appeal  against  tbe  aettlement.  Then,  as  to  the 
question  whether  the  order  was  properly  directed  to  the 
oveiseera  of  the  pariah,  it  appean  to  me  that  where  tbe 
woidfl  of  the  statute  give  the  option,  as  these  clearly  do, 
(^  making  the  Older  on  the  treasurer  of  the  anion  or  on 
the  overaeeis  of  the  parish,  the  coavenience  seems  to  me 
to  be  in  favour  of  serving  it  on  the  overseers,  because 
the  treasurer  is  not  bound  to  give  notice  to  the  ovei^ 
seeis,  and  the  time  for  appealing  may  be  allowed  to 
eUpee  before  they  are  aware  that  such  an  order  has  been 
made. 

Bule  discharged. 


8)  ctrtuD 
luicU,  vbich 
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of  and  from  all 
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■batementt,  for 
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Merer,  other 
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The  Qdeen  v.  Edwabd  Buttebwobth  Shaw,  Clerk. 

UN  an  appeal  ag^net  a  rate  made  for  the  relief  of  tbe 
poor  of  the  parish  of  Narborough,  in  the  county  of  Lei- 
cester, the  sessions  confirmed  the  rate,  subject  to  certain 
amendments,  and  amongst  other  things  ordered  that  the 
rector  of  the  s^d  parish  of  Narborough  be  assessed  on 
the  annual  rent  or  yearly  sum  of  £90,  vested  in  him  and 
made  payable  to  Mm  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  act  of 
Parliament  for  dividing  and  inclosing  the  common  fields 
and  conunon  meadows  of  Narborow,  otherwise  Narbo- 
rougfa,  in  the  county  of  Leicester,  b  the  same  propoi^ 
tion  as  he  is  now  rated  in  respect  of  his  tithe,  subject  to 
the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  on  a  case,  of 
which  the  following  are  tbe  material  parts: — 

On  the  18th  of  August,  1845,  a  rate  and  assessment 
was  made  by  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the 
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poor  of  the  pariah  of  Narborough,  in  the  county  of  Lei-         1848. 
cester.     On  the  23rd  of  December,  1845,  the  appellant     j,^^  qubbn 
(Richard  Pratt),  being  rated  ae  an  inhabitant  and  occu-  v- 

pier  of  certain  lands  in  the  said  parish,  gave  notice  of  his 
intention  to  appeal  against  the  said  rate,  and  stated  as 
one  of  the  grounds  thereof,  "that  the  said  Reverend 
Edward  Butterworth  Shaw  was  not  rated  at  all  in  re- 
spect of  the  tithe  issuing  and  arising  out  of  certain 
newly-inclosed  lands  in  Narborough  aforesaid."  By 
Stat.  25  Geo.  2  (for  dividing  and  inclosing  the  common 
fields  and  common  meadows  of  Narborow),  after  reciting, 
amongst  other  things,  that  Thomias  Metcalfe,  Clerk,  was 
rector  of  the  parish  church  of  Narborow,  and  in  right 
of  his  said  church  was  seised  of  and  entitled  to  certain 
glebe  lands  lying  and  being  in  the  said  common  fields 
and  common  meadows;  and  was  also  seised  of  or  entitled 
to  other  glebe  lands,  lying  and  being  within  the  said 
parish,  and  was  entitled  to  all  tithes  arising  and  renew- 
ing within  the  said  common  arable  fields,  and  also  to 
other  tithes  ariong  or  renewing  within  the  said  parish, 
but  that  the  rector  was  not  entitied  to  the  tithes  of  the 
said  common  meadows,  and  that  the  rest  of  the  lands 
and  grounds,  lying  and  being  in  the  said  common  fields 
and  conmion  meadows,  did  belong  to  certain  other  per- 
sons (naming  them),  and  reciting  that  the  several  par- 
ties were  desirous  that  the  said  common  fields  and  mea- 
dows might  be  divided  by  commissioners,  and  might  be 
held  in  severalty,  and  that  the  several  lands  and  grounds 
to  be  allotted  to  the  said  owners  and  proprietors  respec- 
tively, upon  the  said  division  and  indosure,  might  be 
proportionably  charged  with  the  payment  of  the  yearly 
8mn  of  £90  to  the  said  Thomas  Metcalfe  and  his  suc- 
cessors, rectors  of  Narborow  aforesaid,  except  as  is  there- 
inafter mentioned,  it  was  enacted,  "  that  one  annual 
rent  or  yearly  sum  of  £90  shall,  from  and  after  the  1st 
day  of  November,  1752,  be  vested  in,  and  the  same  is 
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1848.  hereby  from  thenceforth  vested  in,  the  said  Thomas  Met* 
calfe  and  his  successorsy  rectors  of  Narborough  aforesaid, 
for  ever,  and  the  same  annual  rent  or  yearly  sum  of 
£90  shali  be  issuing  and  payable  out  of,  and  is  hereby 
charged  upon  all  and  every  the  lands  and  grounds  so  in- 
tended to  be  inclosed,  as  well  such  as  shall  be  allotted 
to  the  said  rector  in  lieu  of  his  glebe  lands  lying  in  the 
said  conmion  fields  and  common  meadows,  as  the  lands 
of  the  other  freeholders  and  landowners  in  the  same 
common  fields  and  common  meadows  respectively,  and 
shall  be  paid  and  contributed,  free  and  clear  of  and  from 
all  deductions,  defalcations,  or  abatements,  for  or  in  re- 
spect of  reprises  or  outgoings  whatsoever,  (other  than 
and  except  such  proportion  of  the  tax  charged  upon  land 
by  authority  of  Parliament  as  the  said  sum  of  £90  shall 
bear  to  the  yearly  value  of  the  lands  so  hereby  charged 
with  or  made  liable  to  the  payment  of  the  same  rent  as 
aforesaid),  by  the  several  and  respective  owners  of  the 
lands  and  grounds  chargeable  therewith  as  aforesaid,  for 
the  time  being,  for  ever,  in  such  proportions  as  the  com- 
missioners shall  direct  and  appoint :"  and  it  was  further 
enacted,  ^^  that  the  said  yearly  sum  of  £90,  so  hereby 
enacted  and  directed  to  be  paid  to  the  said  Thomas 
Metcalfe  and  his  successors,  rectors  of  Narborow  afore- 
said, by  such  contributions  and  proportions  and  in  man- 
ner afore-mentioned,  shall  be  in  lieu  and  satisfaction  of, 
and  in  full  compensation  of  and  for,  all  tithes,  both  great 
and  small,  and  all  compositions  and  payments  for  tiie 
same  arising  and  renewing  witiiin  the  said  fields  so  in- 
tended and  appointed  to  be  divided  and  indosed  as 
aforesaid,  and  also  in  lieu  and  satisfaction  of  and  in  full 
compensation  for  all  tithes,  dues,  and  payments,  of  what 
sort,  nature,  or  kind  soever,  due  and  payable  to  the  rec- 
tor of  Narborow  aforesaid,  for  the  time  being,  from  the 
inhabitants  of  the  town  of  Narborough  aforesaid,  for  the 
time  being,  for  themselves  and  their  habitations,  and 
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for  all  thiaga  titheable,  arising,  renewing^  or  happening  1848. 
within,  upon,  from,  and  out  of  their  yards,  gardens,  or* 
chards,  and  homesteads,  situate  and  being  in  and  about 
the  town  of  Narborow  aforesaid,  other  than  and  except 
in  respect  of  two  orchards,  and  other  than  and  except  in 
respect  of  all  the  houses  in  the  town  of  Narborow,  to 
which  no  huids  or  grounds  in  the  said  common  fields  or 
meadows  do  now  belong,  and  the  inhabitants  for  the  time 
being  of  such  last-mentioned  houses."  And  it  was  fur^ 
ther  enacted,  **  that  nothing  in  that  act  contfdned  shall 
impeach,  defeat,  or  prejudice  the  right  or  title  of  the  said 
Thomas  Metcalfe  or  his  successors,  rectors  of  Narborow 
aforesaid,  of,  in,  or  to  any  tithes  or  dues  ariding  within 
or  out  of  any  parts  of  the  parish  of  Narborow  aforesaid, 
other  than  such  tithes  and  dues  for  which  the  said  annual 
rent  or  yearly  sum  of  £90,  hereby  vested  in  the  said 
rector  and  his  successors,  is  hereby  enacted  and  declared 
to  be  a  recompense  or  compensation  as  aforesaid,  nor  of, 
in,  or  to  any  marriage^  burial,  churching,  or  other  sur* 
plice  fees  arinng  within  the  said  parish  of  Narborow 
aforesaid."  The  case  further  stated  that  an  award  was 
made  on  the  10th  of  November,  1752,  and  that  the 
oomnuBsioners  directed  that  the  lands  and  groimds  in  and 
by  the  said  award  severally  set  out  and  allotted  to  the 
respective  persons  therein  named,  and  the  same  several 
persons,  and  the  owners  thereof,  for  the  time  being,  for 
ever,  for  and  in  respect  thereof,  should  be  and  they  were 
thereby  charged  with  the  payment  of  the  said  annual 
rent  or  yearly  sum  of  £90,  so  vested  by  the  said  recited 
act  in  the  said  Thomas  Metcalfe  and  his  successors,  rec- 
tors of  Narborow  aforesaid,  in  and  by  the  proportions 
in  the  said  award  specified,  amounting  together  to  the 
sum  of  £90.  The  case  then  found  that  the  said  Ed-^ 
ward  B.  Shaw  was,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the 
rate  appealed  against,  the  rector  of  the  said  parish  of 
Narborough,  and  the  said  annual  rent  or  yearly  gam  of 


:r4  NEW  SESSIONS  CASES, 

£90  was  then  vested  in  him,  and  that  the  said  E.  B. 
Shaw  was  by  the  said  rate  assessed  at  the  sum  of  £85 
in  respect  of  the  tithes  of  the  hmds  in  the  parish  of 
Narboroogh  subject  to  tithe,  other  than  the  lands  allot- 
ted by  the  said  award,  bnt  was  not  assessed  in  respect 
of  the  said  som  of  £90,  so  diai^ged  upon  the  said  lands 
allotted  by  and  in  pursoance  of  the  said  aw^  and  act 
of  Pailiament.  It  was  contended  for  the  appellant,  that 
the  said  £.  B.  Shaw  must  be  rated  in  the  sud  annual 
rent  or  yeariy  sum  of  £90,  granted  to  him  in  lieu  of 
tithes  arising  out  of  the  lands  inclosed  under  the  act  of 
Parliament  and  the  award  above  recited.  For  the  said 
K  R  Shaw  it  was  contended,  that  the  said  E.  B.  Shaw 
was  not  liable  to  be  rated  in  respect  of  the  sud  rent- 
charge. 

The  court  of  quarter  sessions  decided  that  the  said  R 
B.  Shaw  was  liable  to  be  so  rated,  and  that  the  rate 
should  be  amended  accordingly.  If  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  decision  of  the  quar-. 
ter  sessions  was  right,  then  the  order  of  sessions,  so  far 
as  it  relates  to  the  assessment  of  the  said  annual  rent- 
charge  of  £90,  is  to  be  confirmed ;  but  if  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  decision  of 
the  quarter  sessions  was  wrong,  then  the  order  of  ses- 
sions is  to  be  quashed,  so  fiur  as  it  relates  to  the  assess- 
ment of  the  said  annual  rent-chaige  of  £90,  and  the  rule 
for  quashing  the  order  of  sessions  is  to  be  discharged  or 
made  absolute  accordingly. 

Whitehurst  and  BarloWy  in  support  of  the  order  of 
sessions. — The  question  will  turn  upon  the  construction 
of  that  portion  of  the  staL  25  Geo.  2,  which  vests  the 
annual  sum  of  £90  in  the  rector  of  Narborough,  and 
directs  that  that  sum  shall  be  paid  and  contributed  ^^firee 
and  dear  of  and  from  all  deductions,  de&lcations,  or 
abatennents  for  or  in  respect  of  reprises  or  outgoings 
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whatsoeTer,  other  *than  the  land-tax/'  and  it  is  submit-         1848. 
ted,  that,  by  this  statute,  the  rector  is  not  exempt  from     ^^^^  qukin 
liability  to  be  rated  to  the  poor-rate.     Tithes  are  made  *'• 

rateable  by  the  stat.  43  Eliz.  c.  2;  and  therefore,  unless 
there  are  dear  and  express  words  of  exemption,  the 
liability  remains.  It  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  tithe  in 
the  rest  of  the  parish  is  not  extinguished,  but  only  that 
arising  out  of  the  lands  to  be  inclosed  under  the  award 
and  act  of  Parliament.  In  Rex  v.  Boldero  (a),  where 
a  certain  annual  rent  was  given  in  lieu  of  tithes,  this 
Court  decided  that  the  rector  was  liable  to  be  assessed 
to  the  poor-rate  in  respect  of  it ;  and  Bayley^  J.,  there 
says:  *'If,  under  an  indosure  act,  a  sum  of  money  is 
giyen  to  the  rector  or  vicar  in  lieu  of  tithes  which  were 
rateable,  that  money  will  also  be  rateable,  unless  the 
liability  is  taken  away  by  express  words  in  the  statute." 
That  principle  is  adopted  by  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  in  Bex  « 
V.  Wistow{by  [^Colertdffe^  J. — In  that  case  were  there 
any  words  of  exemption  ?]  The  sum  was  to  be  equal  to 
the  annual  net  value  of  the  lands,  but  this  Court  held 
that  the  corn-rent,  not  being  expressly  exempted  from 
liability,  was  rateable  to  the  poor.  Here  the  words 
used  are  "yearly  sum,"  not  ''net  yearly  sum."  The 
general  liability  then  being  shewn,  the  rector  will  be 
rateable,  unless  he  is  within  the  words  of  exemption. 
In  Chatfield  v.  Rustan  (c)  the  words  were — "  free  and 
clear  of  all  rates,  taxes,  and  deductions  whataoever." 
In  that  case,  as  is  said  by  Bayley^  J.,  "  the  act  operates 
upon  the  whole  parish,  and  each  proprietor  of  land  in 
the  parish  will  derive  a  benefit  from  it"  In  the  present 
case,  the  bargain  was  not  between  the  rector  and  the 
whole  parish,  but  only  between  him  and  those  parishion- 
ers to  whom  lands  were  to  be  allotted ;  and  the  words 
'^  rates  and  taxes,"  there  used,  were  clearly  large  enough 

(a)  4  B.  &  C.  467.        (6)  5  A.  &  £.  250.       (c)  3  B.  &  C.  863. 
VOL.  in  P  N.  8.  c. 
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1848.        to  include  poor-iates.     So,  in  MUcheU  v.  Fordham  (a), 

^A  til®  words  of  exemption  were,  **free  from  all  taxes  and 

«•  deductions  whatsoever,  except  land-tax ;"  and  the  word 

Shaw*  * 

^'  taxes"  was  decided  by  the  Court  to  include  poor-rate. 
Here  the  words  '^  taxes  or  rates"  are  not  used;  and  it 
was  not  attempted  to  be  argued  in  that  case  that  poor- 
rates  would  fall  within  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  de- 
ductions." Again,  the  exception  out  of  the  exemption 
of  the  land-tax  shews  the  meaning  of  the  exempting 
words.  The  poor-rate  is  a  personal  tax,  but  the  land- 
tax  is  charged  upon  the  lands,  and  therefore  the  reprises 
and  outgoings  mentioned  in  the  statute  must  be  taken 
to  be  such  as  are  chai^eable  upon  the  land,  and  not 
those  which  are  chargeable  upon  the  person.  The  sta- 
tute directs  that  this  sum  shall  be  p^d  free  and  dear 
of  and  from  all  deductions,  &c;  and  though  those  words 
may  prevent  the  person  paying  from  keeping  bacK  any 
portion,  yet  no  provision  is  made  in  the  statute  for  any 
exemption  after  it  comes  into  the  rector's  hands :  Bex 
V.  Lacy  (i). 

M.  D.  Hill  and  Comer,  tontr^ — The  question  to  be 
decided  is,  whether,  under  the  exempting  words  of  this 
statute,  the  rector  is  to  have  the  whole  sum  of  £90  to 
his  own  use.  If  so,  then  he  is  not  liable  to  be  rated  to 
the  poor-rate  in  respect  of  it.  In  JRex  v.  Boldero  (c)  the 
tithes  were  expressly  extinguished;  in  this  case  there 
are  no  words  of  extinguishment,  but  the  yearly  sum 
of  £90  IS  payable  in  lieu  of  the  tithes  arising  out  of 
the  land  to  be  allotted,  and  therefore  this  sum  is  not 
rateable  to  the  poor :  Rex  v.  Great  Hambleton  {dy  It 
is  said,  on  the  other  side,  that  this  bargain  only  applies 
to  a  portion  of  the  parish ;  but  it  applies  to  all  those  to 


(a)  6  B.  &  C.  274.  (c)  4  B.  &  C.  467. 

(6)  5  Id.  702.  {d)  1  A.  &  £.  146. 
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whom  the  lands  to  be  inclosed  were  allotted,  and  the        1848. 
arrangement  does  not  disturb  the  interests  of  the  rest  of    xie  Qubbh 
the  parish ;  for  if  this  annual  sum  of  £90  is  less  than        „  ^■ 

.  ,  .  Shaw, 

the  amount  of  the  tithe  produced  from  these  particular 
lands,  then  these  lands  would  let  for  -a  sum  greater  by 
the  difference  between  this  composition  and  tlie  actual 
amount  of  tithe,  and  therefore  would  be  rated  higher, 
and  so  the  rate  raised  upon  these  lands  would  remain 
the  same  as  before,  and  would  not  throw  any  greater 
burthen  upon  the  rest  of  the  parish.  If  the  exception 
of  the  land-tax  had  not  been  introduced,  the  Court 
would  have  had  to  put  a  construction  upon  the  word 
**  outgoing  ;*'  and  that  would  in  its  poptdar  sense  clearly 
include  a  poor-rate ;  but  the  exception  shews  that  the 
exempting  words  include  taxes  or  rates,  and  then  the 
decision  in  Mitchell  y.  Fordham  (a)  shews,  that  the  ex- 
empting words  are  not  limited  to  that  species  of  tax 
mentioned  in  the  exception.  It  may  be  true,  that  the 
words  '^  shall  be  paid  free  and  clear  of  and  from  all  de- 
ductions," &c,  might  appear  to  refer  to  the  person  who 
pays  the  annual  rent,  and  not  to  the  clergyman ;  but 
these  acts  are  to  be  construed  liberally ;  and  it  is  sub- 
mitted, that  the  clear  intention  of  the  Legislatiue  was, 
that  the  clergyman  should  have  the  beneficial  use  of  the 
whole  of  this  sum,  and  that  such  was  the  substance  of 
the  bargain  between  the  parties. 

Lord  Dbnman,  C.  J. — I  think  that  the  overseers  did 
right  in  leaving  the  rector  out  of  the  rate  in  respect  of 
this  sum  of  £90,  and  that  the  sessions  were  wrong.  The 
lands  to  be  inclosed  are  charged  with  this  sum,  which  is 
to  be  paid  free  and  clear  from  all  deductions,  defalca- 
tions, or  abatements  for  or  in  respect  of  reprises  or  out- 

(a)  6  B.  &  C.  274. 
p2 
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1848.  goings  whatsoever,  except  the  land-tax ;  and  I  cannot 
.j^^'^T^^  entertun  a  doubt  that  it  was  intended  that  the  rector 
v-_  should  have  this  sum,  without  any  deduction,  either  be- 
fore or  after  it  has  come  into  his  hands;  and  I  think  that 
the  words  here  used  with  regard  to  the  land-tax,  raise  a 
strong  ailment  in  favour  of  the  poor-rate  being  con- 
sidered an  outgoing.  I  think  that  a  contrary  construc- 
tion would  make  the  act  a  mockery,  and  would  be  quite 
opposed  to  what  has  been  considered  to  be  its  meaning 
by  all  parties. 

Patteson,  J. — The  rector  is  not  to  be  exempted, 
unless  by  express  words  of  the  statute.  Then  the  first 
question  is,  what  is  the  meaning  of  the  word  ^^outgoing"  ? 
That  word  was  not  used  in  either  MUcheU  v.  Fordr 
kam{a\  or  Cha(fieldY,  BiL8t<m(b);  but  it  is  very  com- 
prehensive, and  I  think  within  the  principle  of  these 
cases  will  include  the  poor-rate.  It  is  said,  that  injus- 
tice will  be  worked  towards  the  rest  of  the  parish  if  the 
rent-charge  is  not  rateable ;  but  these  lands  would  be 
altered  in  value,  and  therefore  rated  higher ;  and  even 
if  that  were  so,  the  words  of  the  statute  are  express,  that 
this  sum  is  to  be  dear  fi*om  all  deductions,  defalcations, 
or  abatements  for  or  in  respect  of  reprises  or  outgoings 
whatsoever,  except  land-tax.  I  felt  some  difficulty  from 
the  use  of  the  word  *^  deduction."  That  would  prevent 
the  occupiers  fix>m  keeping  back  anything  for  poor-rate, 
but  this  argument  was  not  adopted  by  the  Court  in 
Chatfield  v.  Ruston  (i).  I  think  that  the  real  meaning  is^ 
that  the  rector  shall  be  exempted  from  any  outgoings^ 
whether  before  or  afler  it  has  come  to  his  hands;  and 
that  we  should  construe  the  act  contrary  to  common 
sense,  if  we  confined  it  to  such  sums  as  may  be  kept 
back  before  it  is  paid  over  to  the  rector. 

(a)  6  B.  &  C.  274.  {b)  3  B.  &  C.  863. 
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CoLEBiDGE,  J. — After  some  doubt,  and  alteration  of        1848. 
opinion,  I  have  come  to  the  same  conclusion  as  the  rest    ^j^^  queen 
of  the  Court.     If  there  be  words  applicable  to  the  «• 

money  after  it  has  got  to  his  hands,  there  are  words 
quite  large  enough  to  include  poor-rates.  In  Rex  v. 
EcLst  Teignmouth  (a)  we  had  to  deal  with  a  general  act 
of  Parliament,  and  we  decided  that  the  land-tax  was  a 
parochial  rate  within  the  meaning  of  6  Geo.  4,  c.  57. 
That  shews  with  what  liberality  the  Court  construes 
those  acts  which  haye  reference  to  the  duties  of  over- 
seers. What  larger  term  could  be  used  than  the  word 
*'  outgoing"  ?  A  poor-rate  is  popularly  called  an  **  out- 
going." Of  this  I  never  entertained  any  doubt:  my 
difficulty  was,  whether  these  words  were  applicable  to 
the  money  after  it  came  into  the  hands  of  the  rector. 
It  seemed  to  me  at  first  that  they  applied  to  the  person 
who  pidd,  and  not  to  the  clergyman  who  received  the 
money ;  but  then  I  find  that  in  Chaffield  v.  Ruston  (b) 
and  JMitchett  v.  Fordham  (c)  the  same  words  were  used, 
and  the  Court  did  not  feel  any  difficulty  on  this  ground. 
It  is  important  to  construe  these  local  acts  liberally,  and 
in  one  uniform  way,  when  they  have  one  object  in  view. 
I  think,  therefore,  that  the  intention  was,  that  the  rec- 
tor should  have  this  sum  free  and  clear,  and  that  the 
words  are  large  enough  to  exempt  him. 

Erle,  J. — I  think  that  the  words  in  this  act  are 
equivalent  to  those  which  have  already  been  construed 
to  exempt  a  clergyman  from  liability. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed. 

(a)  1  B.  &  Ad.  244.  {h)  3  B.  &  C.  863. 

(c)  6  B.  &  C.  274. 
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TRINITY  TERM,  1848. 


May  2Sth.  The  Queen  r.  Wilkinson  and  Another. 

I 

A  church-rate  IN  Hilary  Term  last  Mellar  obtained  a  rule  calling 

toTamolution  ^P^°  William  Arthur  Wilkinson,  and  Thomas  Byron, 

^teted^'^^th"*  ^^V*>  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Surrey,  to 

heading  of  the  shew  cause  why  a  writ  of  mandamus  should  not  issue, 

made  '*  for  and  commanding  them  or  one  of  them  to  issue  a  warrant 

paTra^of  the  ^^'  ^^^^^  ^^^^  hands  and  seals,  or  under  the  hand  and  seal 
c^rch,  and  of  qq^  ^f  them.  Convening  before  them,  or  any  two 
charges  of  the  justices  of  the  county,  John  Ashby,  an  inhabitant  of 
Held,  that  the  parish  of  Beddington,  and  hamlet  of  Wallington5 
Ud^bwause  it  ^^  *^®  couuty  of  Surrey,  who  had  been  rated  in  the  sum 
appeared  to  be   of  13*.  4rf.,  on  a  rate  made  on  29th  April,  1847,  for  the 

made  not  ez- 

clusively  to  de-   repairs  of  the  parish  church  of  the  said  parish  and 

to*which*a*^     hamlet,  and  who  refiised  to  pay  the  same. 

^"iJ^l?** "         The  affidavits  on  which  the  rule  nisi  was  granted 

applicable.  ° 

Although,  by  stated,  that  the  parish  of  Beddington  and  hamlet  of 

c.127, 8. 7,  if  Wallington  had  immemorially  been  united  into  one 

fSe  to'payr"  ^^^^t  for  the  levying  of  rates  for  the  repairs  of  the 

church-rate  chuTch,  and  for  the  payment  of  the  necessary  expenses 

upon  him,  the  incurred  by  the  churchwardens  in  the  execution  of  their 

which  has  not  duties,  and  that  the  said  parish  and  hamlet  had  one 

^Miywde"**  church  in  common ;  that,  at  a  vestry  meeting  duly  con- 

aiastical  court,  yened  on  the  29th  April,  1847,  a  rate  for  and  towards 

a  magistrate 

may  grant  a 

warrant  to  bring  auch  person  before  two  justices,  who  may  examine  into  the  complaint, 

and  order  payment,  &c.,  this  Court  will  not  compel  by  mandamus  a  magistrate  to  issue 

his  warrant  where  the  rate  is  manifestly  bad. 
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the  repairs  of  the  church  was  dnly  made  and  signed  by 
the  rector,  one  chnrchwarden,  and  other  ^rate-payers ; 
and  that  in  this  rate  J.  Ashby,  an  inhabitant  and  occu- 
pier of  a  mill  and  premises  situate  in  the  said  parish, 
was  rated  in  the  sum  of  ISs.  4dL  in  respect  of  such  pre- 
mises; that  the  validity  of  such  rate  had  not  been  ques- 
tioned in  any  ecclesiastical  court  by  Ashby  or  any 
other  person,  but  that  he  had  not  paid  the  said  sum  of 
ISs,  A:d.y  although  the  same  had  been  duly  demanded  of 
him ;  that,  on  the  15th  of  January,  1848,  the  church- 
warden who  signed  the  rate  attended  the  petty  sessions 
held  at  Croydon,  produced  the  rate- book,  and,  on  behalf 
of  himself  and  the  other  churchwarden,  made  complaint 
before  the  said  W.  A.  Wilkinson  and  T.  Byron,  Esqa, 
that  Ashby  had  been  duly  rated  in  the  sum  of  18«,  Ad», 
which  he  refiised  to  pay,  and  requested  them,  or  one  of 
them,  to  grant  a  warrant  imder  the  53  Geo.  3,  c  127, 
8.  7,  to  convene  the  said  J.  Ashby  before  them,  or  any' 
two  justices  of  the  county,  to  shew  cause  why  he  did  so, 
but  that  the  said  justices  refused  to  grant  a  warrant. 

The  affidavits  in  answer,  stated,  that,  when  the  com- 
plaint was  made  by  the  churchwardens,  the  said  justices 
required  the  production  of  the  rate,  and  that,  after  in- 
specting it,  they  declined  to  interfere,  being  of  opinion 
that  the  rate  was  altogether  bad ;  that  the  rate  con- 
tained the  following  title  or  heading : — ^^  We,  the  church- 
wardens and  other  inhabitants  of  the  parish  of  Bedding- 
ton,  and  hamlet  of  Wallington,  in  the  county  of  Surrey, 
and  diocese  x)f  Winchest^,  whose  names  are  hereunto 
Bubsoribed,  do  hereby  this  29th  day  of  April,  at  our 
vestry  meeting  held  for  that  purpose,  rate  and  assess  all 
and  every  the  inhabitonte  of  the  parish  and  hamlet 
aforesaid  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  for  and  towards  the 
repairs  of  the  church,  and  other  incidental  charges  of  the 
taid  parish  and  hamlet  for  the  present  year,  the  several 
6um9  following  at  Sd,  in  the  pound.^ 


1848. 


The  QuBBK 

V. 
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1848.  PcLshley  now  shewed  cause. — The  rate  was  produced 

The  QusBN  before  the  magistrates,  who,  in  the  exercise  of  their  dis- 
Wilkinson.  ^^^^^0°*  ^eld  it  to  be  bad.  The  rate,  as  appears  from 
the  heading,  purports  to  be  ^^for  and  towards  the  re- 
pairs of  the  church  and  other  incidental  charges  of  the 
said  parish  and  hamlet.'*  The  rate,  therefore,  purports 
on  the  &ce  of  it  to  be  made  for  other  purposes  than  re- 
pairs of  the  church. 

[He  was  then  stopped  by  the  Court] 

MeUoTy  contdL — The  53  Geo.  3,  c.  127,  s.  7,  provides 
that  **  if  any  one  duly  rated  to  a  church-rate,  the  validity 
whereof  has  not  been  questioned  in  any  ecclesiastical 
court,  shall  neglect  or  refuse  to  pay  the  same,  it  shall 
be  lawful,  on  complaint  made,  for  one  justice  to  issue  a 
warrant  to  convene  before  two  justices  the  person  so  re- 
fusing." In  this  case  it  was  stated  to  the  justices,  that, 
in  pursuance  of  a  resolution  of  the  vestry,  a  rate  of  ^d. 
in  the  pound  was  duly  made;  that  the  validity  of  it  had 
not  been  disputed  in  any  ecclesiastical  court,  and  that 
Ashby  refused  to  pay  the  sum  at  which  he  was  rated. 
On  proof  of  these  facts,  a  magistrate  has  no  discretion, 
but  is  bound  to  grant  his  warrant  in  the  first  instance, 
calling  on  the  person  refusing  to  pay  to  shew  cause  why 
he  does  so.  The  heading  of  the  rate  shews  it  to  be  for 
the  repair  of  the  church  and  other  incidental  charges  of 
the  said  parish  and  hamlet ;  and  by  ^^  incidental  charges'* 
must  be  meant  charges  incidental  to  the  repair  of  the 
church,  and  other  matters  to  which  a  church-rate  is  ap- 
plicable. In  Gosling  v.  Veley  (a)  the  rate  was  not  only 
for  the  repair  of  the  church  and  all  things  necessary  for 
the  celebration  of  divine  service  therein,  but  for  defraying 
the  expenses  necessarily  incurred  and  legally  incident  to 
the  office  of  churchwarden  thereof  for  the  then  current 

(a)  7  Q.  B.  R.  406. 
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year.  In  Bex  y.  fVrottesley  (a)  a  similar  application  IQ4S. 
was  granted  under  the  same  act  of  Parliament.  'There  The  Qubbn 
a  statement  that  the  party  disputed  the  rate,  and  had  ^^^.K^'ifgoN. 
entered  a  caveat  in  the  ecclesiastical  court,  was  held 
not  to  deprive  the  magistrate  of  jurisdiction.  The  re- 
solution  of  the  vestry  is  the  foundation  of  the  rate;  and 
the  heading,  which  forms  no  part  of  the  rate^  may  be 
amended.  In  ffhite  v.  Jackson  (b)  it  was  objected,  that 
the  heading  of  the  rate  was  not  written  in  the  rate-book 
till  long  subsequent  to  the  resolution  of  the  vestry ;  and 
Dr.  Lushington  in  his  judgment  says,  ^^I  think  the 
objection  as  to  the  heading  of  the  rate  is  of  no  import- 
ance in  respect  to  the  validity  of  the  rate,  as  the 
foundation  of  the  rate  was  the  resolution  of  the  vestry ; 
and  if  the  rate  is  in  other  respects  fair  and  equal,  it  is 
unimportant  whether  the  headlog  was  inscribed  at  the 
time  it  was  confirmed  or  afterwards,  for  the  heading  is 
not  of  the  essence  of  the  rate,  it  is  a  mere  form." 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — I  cannot  think  that  we  should 
be  justified  in  calling  upon  the  magistrate  to  issue  his 
warrant  to  convene  this  person  before  him  to  shew  cause 
why  he  does  not  pay  the  rate.  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  magistrate  had  a  right  to  ask  to  see  the  rate  he  was 
called  on  to  enforce  by  summary  process,  and  from  the 
heading  he  would  see  that  it  was  not  strictly  a  church- 
rate.  He  would  see  from  the  heading  that  the  rate 
was  for  other  things  besides  a  church-rate,  namely,  for 
'*  other  incidental  charges  of  the  said  parish  and  hamlet,'' 
whereas  it  ought  to  be  for  a  church-rate  alone.  The 
heading  of  the  rate  would  lead  a  person  to  suppose,  that 
the  rate  was  to  be  for  some  other  purpose  than  the 
repair  of  the  church.  Suppose  it  had  appeared  from 
the  heading  that  the  rate  was  for  the  support  of  the 

(a)  1  B.  &  Ad.  648.  (&)  Curtis,  E.  R.  480. 
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1848.      '  poor  as  well  as  the  repair  of  the  church,  that  would  be 
The  QuBBN     clearly  bad.    I  think,  therefore,  that,  tmder  the  drcum- 

WILUN80N.  B^^<^^  of  ^s  <^<^^9  the  magistrate  had  a  right  to  refose 
granting  his  warrant,  when  he  saw  that  the  only  object 
that  could  be  attained  by  granting  the  application  was 
unnecessarily  to  increase  litigation  and  expense. 

Patteson,  J. — He  statute  says,  '^  if  any  one  dufy 
rated  to  a  church-rate,  the  validity  of  which  has  not  been 
questioned  in  any  ecclesiastical  court,  shall  refuse  to  pay, 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  a  magistrate  to  issue  his  warrant." 
The  magistrate  then  before  he  grants  a  warrant  must 
be  satisfied  that  Ashby  was  duly  rated  in  a  rate  for  the 
reptur  of  the  church.  He  must,  I  think,  have  a  r^ht  to 
see  the  rate,  and  then  he  would  clearly  see  that  the 
heading  of  the  rate  was  bad.  But  it  is  said  the  heading 
of  the  rate  may  be  added  at  any  time :  still,  it  must  be 
added  at  some  time  previous  to  the  parties  going  before 
the  justice  to  ask  him  for  a  warrant  to  enforce  the  rate. 
The  heading  is  attached  to  the  rate  at  the  time  the 
magistrate  sees  it,  and  firom  tiiat  headii^  it  appears  to 
be  a  rate  for  the  repair  of  the  church  and  other  inciden- 
tal charges  of  the  said  parish.  It  therefore  appeared 
so  doubtful  whether  this  rate  was  for  a  church-rate,  and 
a  church-rate  only,  that  I  think  the  magistrate  was 
justified  in  refusing  to  grant  his  warrant. 

CoLBRiDOE,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Suppose 
in  this  case  the  single  magistrate  had  issued  his  warrant 
as  prayed  for,  and  the  person  rated  had  appeared  before 
the  two  magbtrates,  and  had  made  the  same  objection 
that  is  now  relied  on,  and  that  the  magistrates  had  en- 
tertained the  objection  though  the  case  had  never  been 
questioned  in  the  ecclesiastical  court,  and  had  refused 
to  issue  th^r  warrant  of  distress,  should  we,  on  applica- 
tion to  this  Court,  have  compelled  them  to  issue  such 
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warrant  ?  That  is  one  way  of  trying  this  question.  I  1848. 
think  we  should  not  have  been  justified  in  compelling  The  Qvbbn 
them  to  issue  a  warrant.  It  ia  new  to  me  to  hear  the  Wilkinson. 
heading  of  the  rate  spoken  of  so  lightly.  The  heading 
shews  the  authority  and  purpose  of  the  rate ;  and  if  that 
is  defective,  the  magistrate  who  grants  a  distress  vrar- 
rant  to  enforce  it,  might  be  liable  to  an  action.  The 
rate  was  ^*  for  and  towards  the  repairs  of  the  church  and 
other  incidental  charges  of  the  siud  parish  and  hamlet ;" 
but,  it  is  said,  ^^ other  incidental  charges''  must  mean 
incidental  to  the  repairs  of  the  church  and  other  matters 
to  which  a  church-rate  is  liable.  That  is  a  large  asser- 
tion, and  is  giving  the  words  a  very  wide  construction. 
I  think  the  heading  of  the  rate  would  justify  the  church- 
wardens in  laying  out  the  produce  of  the  rate  in  other 
matters  than  the  repair  of  the  church,  and,  therefore,  I 
think  it  is  bad.  It  is  said,  that  the  single  magistrate  is 
bound  to  issue  his  warrant  and  to  bring  the  party  forward  • 
whatever  may  be  the  result  of  the  hearing.  I  do  not 
say  he  may  not  do  so,  but  the  question  is,  whether  he  is 
compelled  to  issue  it.  Suppose  it  appeared  from  the 
rate  that  land  in  another  parish  was  rated,  would  he  be 
bound  to  waste  the  time  of  the  parties  and  of  the  jus- 
tices by  compelling  a  hearing  which  he  saw  must  end 
in  nothing?  He  would  not  I  think  we  should  not  be 
justified  in  issuing  this  mandamus. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — I  did  entertain  some  doubt  whether 
a  single  magistrate  should  not  be  called  upon  to  issue 
his  warrant.  But  I  am  satisfied  it  is  much  better  to 
stop  litigation  in  limine  by  refusing  the  application, 
than,  by  granting  it,  to  enable  the  other  party  to  take 
an  objection  which  we  think  is  fatal  to  the  rate. 

Bule  discharged. 
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tenement,  and 
stated  that  he 
was  assessed  to 
and  paid  the 
poor-rates  of 
P.  in  respect  of 
snch  tenement. 


JuneOrd.  The  QuEEN  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  St,  Pancras. 

The  examina-  vJN  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  for  the 

set  out  a  set-  remoTal  of  Mary  Ann  Parsons,  widow,  and  her  three 

uTt^Te bcen*^  children,  from  the  parish  of  Marylebone  to  the  parish 

gained  by  her  of  St.  Pancras,  both  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  the 

hasband  in  P.,  .  .  -^ 

by  renting  a       sessions  confirmed  the  order  subject  to  a  case.     The 

examinations  upon  which  the  order  of  removal  was 
made,  as  far  as  they  relate  to  this  case,  were  as  fol- 
lows:— 

"  Mary  Ann  Parsons  (the  pauper)  saith,  that  she  was 
dnXag  paruTof'  niarried  to  her  late  husband,  Thomas  Henry  Parsons, 
^e^re"f  tsTr'  **  Trinity  Church,  Marylebone,  in  the  county  of  Mid- 
which,  given  by  dlesex,  about  scven  years  ago,  and  hath  issue  thereof 

the  paridh  col-  ,  , 

three  children;  that,  in  or  about  July,  1840,  her  said  late 
husband  hired  and  took  a  house,  being  a  separate  and 
distinct  dwelling-house,  situate  and  being  No.  17, 
Bnmswick-street,  in  the  parish  of  St.  Pancras,  in  the 
county  of  Middlesex,  for  the  term  of  one  whole  year,  at 
the  yearly  rent  of  £30 ;  that  he  entered  upon  the  said 
house  at  the  said  time,  and  that  he  held,  rented,  and 

parish  for  the 

years  1840  and  occupied  the  same  for  one  whole  year  and  upwards  then 
5^/by  P.?i?"  i^ext  foUowing,  under  such  hiring,  (to  wit),  for  a  period 
was  objected,     ^f  qj^q  whole  year  and  a  half  then  next  following,  and 

that  the  eiam-  •'  ^  ^  ^ 

ination  did  not  tha^  he  slept  and  resided  therein  for  forty  days  and 

legal  evidence  upwrads,  while  he  SO  held  and  occupied  the  same,  and, 

band  of  the*"  '^  ^^**  ^^  ^®P*  therein  during  the  whole  of  such  occu- 

panper  was  as-  pancy  and  of  the  said  year  and  a  half;  that  her  said 

sessedtothe        ^  . 

poor-rate  in       husband  paid  one  whole  yearns  rent  for  the  said  home 

respect  to  soch 
tenement. 

Held,  (dabitante  Coleridge ,  J.),  that,  inasmuch  as  it  appeared,  from  the  examination, 
that  the  rate-books  of  the  appellant  parish  were  prodaced  before  the  removing  jostioefl, 
and  that  they  afterwards  proceeded  to  make  the  order,  it  must  be  presumed  that  they  in- 
spected the  rate-books,  and  were  satisfied  they  contained  legal  evidence  of  the  assessment, 
and  that  the  examinations  were  therefore  suflScient. 

Semble,  per  Brie,  J.,  that,  in  cases  where  it  becomes  necessary  to  send  a  copy  or  extract 
of  a  rate-book  produced  before  removing  justices  in  support  of  a  settlement,  it  is  sufficient 
to  send  a  copy  of  the  title  of  the  rate  with  an  extract  of  the  particular  assessment  re- 
quired. 


lector,  were 
produced  and 
annexed  to  the 
examination. 
The  vestry 
clerk  of  P.,  in 
his  examina- 
tion, stated, 
that  he  pro- 
duced the  rate- 
books for  that 
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while  he  bo  held,  rented,  and  occupied  the  same,  to      ^  1848.  ^ 
'the  amount  of  £10  at  the  least;  and  that,  in  fact,  he     The  Queen 
paid  one  whole  year's  rent  for  the  same  at  such  rent  as    inhabitenu  of 
aforesaid;  and  that  he  also  was  assessed  to  and  pidd  the   ^x.  Pancra8. 
poor-rates  of  the  said  parish  of  St.  Pancras  for  the  said 
house  for  one  whole  year  while  he  so  held,  rented,  and 
occupied  the  said  house;  and  now  produces  to  us,  the 
said  justices,  the  parish  collectors'  receipts  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  said  rates  for  such  whole  year,  and  which 
receipts  are  marked  respectively  with  the  letters  B.  and 
C,  and  are  hereunto  annexed ;  that  her  said  husband 
died  on  the  20th  day  of  December  last." 

^^  John  M^Gahey,  of  Gordon-square,  St.  Pancras, 
the  vestry-clerk  of  the  said  parish,  on  his  oath,  saith  that 
he  now  produces  the  poor-rate  books  of  the  said  parish 
of  St.  Pancras,  for  the  years  1840  and  1841,  namely, 
firom  August  the  22nd,  1840,  to  September  18th,  1841, 
both  inclusive." 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  one  of  the  exhibits  referred 
to  in  the  examination  of  the  pauper : — 

"No.  1511.  Bated  at  £21. 

"Received  the  8th  of  December,  1840,  of  Mr.  Par- 
sons, one  pound  one  shilling  and pence,  being  a 

rate  levied  the  22nd  of  August,  1840,  the  second  for 
the  current  year  for  the  relief  of  the  poor,  commencing 
at  Lady  day,  and  ending  at  Michaelmas,  1840. 

"  S.  Thompson,  Collector." 

Amongst  the  grounds  of  appeal  were  the  following : 
— Eighth,  that  the  said  examination  or  examinations  do 
not  shew  by  legal  evidence  that  the  late  husband  of  the 
said  Mary  Ann  Parsons  was  assessed  to  the  poor-rate  of 
the  said  parish  of  St.  Pancras  for  one  year,  or  that  he 
paid  the  same  in  respect  of  the  house  in  the  said  examin- 
ations mentioned.     Ninth,  that  the  said  examinations  - 
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1848.        do  not  contain  any  legal  eyidence  of  any  rating  of  the 
The  QvsBK     said  late  husband  of  the  said  Mary  Ann  ParsonB,  or  of 
InhftbUantsof   ^  being  assessed  to  the  poor-rate  of  the  said  parish  of 
St.  Pancras.  g^  Pancras,  in  respect  of  the  said  house. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  the  appellants  relied  on 
the  objection  raised  by  the  eighth  ground  of  i^peal 
above  set  out,  but  the  sessions  oyerruled  the  objection, 
and  dismissed  the  appeal,  subject  to  tiiet>pinion  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  BencL  K  this  Court  shall  be  of 
opinion  that  the  examinations  are  insufficient  for  any 
of  the  reasons  stated  in  the  said  eighth  and  ninth  grounds 
of  appeal,  then  the  said  order  of  sessions,  and  the  said 
order  of  removal,  are  to  be  quashed,  otherwise  the  same 
to  stand  confirmed. 

Bodkiuy  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. — There  is 
suffident  evidence  on  the  face  of  the  examinations  that 
the  husband  of  the  pauper  had  been  assessed  for  one 
year  to  the  poor*rate  in  respect  of  the  tenement  he  oc- 
cupied. Rex  V.  St.  Issey  (a),  which  is  not  overruled  by 
Rex  V.  Copptdl  {b)f  is  an  authority  to  shew  that  a  (oil 
presumption  that  a  person  has  been  rated  may  be  drawn 
from  the  fact  of  his  payment  of  the  rates.  The  receipts 
produced  by  the  parish  of  St.  Pancras,  in  which  are  the 
words  ^*  rated  at  £21,"  must  operate  as  an  estoppel 
against  that  parish.  It  will  be  said,  that  though  the 
vestry-clerk  appeared  before  the  justices  and  produced 
the  rate^bobks,  the  examinations  do  not  state  that  the 
magistrates  looked  into  them ;  nor  is  it  necessary,  that 
will  be  presumed.  In  Regina  v.  St  Atm^Sy  Westminr 
8ter{c)f  a  copy  of  letters  of  administration  was  sent  to 
the  appellants;  but  it  did  not  appear  from  the  examinar 
tions  that  they  were  produced  before  the  removing  jus- 
tices.    When  an  apprentice  is  bound  from  one  parish 

(a)  Burr.  S.  C.  826.    (b)  2  East,  25.    (e)  1  New  SeaB.  Cas.  808. 
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to  another,  notice  is  required  to  be  given  to  the  latter        1848. 
parish  before  a  settlement  can  be  gained  there ;  and  in     xhe  Qusbk 
Bex  V.  Whiston  (a)  and  Rex  v.  Witney  (b)  the  Court  held,    iniuii,i^ts  of 
that  although  notice  must  be  proved,  yet,  unless  there    St.  Pakoras. 
be  some  evidence  to  the  contrary,  such  notice  will  be 
presumed  to  have  been  proved.     The  principle  on  which 
those  cases  are  decided  is,  that  where  persons  are  exe- 
cuting an  important  public  office,  the  presumption  is, 
that  they  acted  correctly,  luiless  the  contrary  be  shewn. 
Applying  that  principle  to  the  present  case,  the  pre- 
sumption must  be,  that  the  magistrates  in  the  discharge 
of  their  duty  opened  the  rate-books  and  satisfied  them- 
selves that  Parsons  was  rated.      The  objection  that 
copies  of  the  rate-books  were  not  sent  does  not  arise, 
because  it  was  not  taken  in  the  ground  of  appeal 

Ptendargatt  and  Howarthy  contr^ — The  principle  now 
adopted  by  the  Court  is,  that  a  complete  settlement 
must  appear  by  l^al  evidence  on  the  fisuse  of  tiie  exa- 
minations. The  fact  that  a  person  has  been  rated  must 
be  proved  by  the  production  of  the  rates,  and  cannot  be 
proved  by  payment  of  them :  Rex  v.  Copptdl  (c),  which 
case  must  in  effect  overrule  Rex  v.  S^  Issey  (d).  The 
receipt  of  the  rates  by  St.  Pancras  cannot  operate  as  an 
estoppel,  or  be  taken  as  an  admission,  because  this  Court 
has  held,  in  Regbux,  v.  Vichery  (e),  that  officers  of  the  pa- 
rish, to  which  it  is  sought  to  remove  a  pauper,  may  be 
compelled  to  ^ve  evidence  before  the  removing  justices ; 
and  if  they  cannot  reAise  to  be  examined  they  are  not 
parties  to  make  admissions.  The  rate*books  were  pro- 
duced by  the  vestry-clerk,  but  the  examinations  totally 
omit  to  shew  that  the  magistrates  entered  into  the  in- 

(a)  4  A.  &  E.  607.  (i)  Burr.  S.  C.  826. 

(6)  5  Id.  191.  («)  Post,  p.  193. 

(c)  2  East,  25. 
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1848.         quiry  as  to  whether  Parsons  was  rated  in  respect  of  this 
The  QuBBN    tenement. 

inhabitants  of  , 

St.  Pancras.  Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — I  have  had  great  difficulty  in 
coming  to  the  conclusion  that  these  examinations  are 
sufficient.  This  is  one  of  those  cases  in  which  people 
appear  to  wish  to  raise  a  doubt  independent  of  the  in- 
terest of  their  clients.  I  cannot  conceive  why  the  ma- 
gistrates should  say  the  books  were  produced  before 
them  without  saying  what  they  contained.  The  pauper 
says  her  husband  paid  the  rates,  but  that  is  not  evidence 
that  he  was  rated.  The  vestry-clerk  is  called,  and  he 
produces  the  rate-books,  but  what  was  in  these  books 
the  magistrates  do  not  say.  This  is  very  inconvenient, 
because  we  are  left  in  doubt  whether  any  thing  was 
done  except  the  mere  production  of  the  books.  We 
are  to  say  whether  the  husband  of  the  pauper  was  rated 
or  not.  Now  the  magistrates  had  the  books  produced 
before  them ;  they  might  have  looked  into  them,  and 
they  proceed  to  make  the  order.  I  think,  therefore,  we 
may  infer  that  the  magistrates  inspected  the  books,  and 
so  obtidned  foraial  proof  of  that  which  was  imperfectly 
stated  by  the  pauper.  It  is  on  this  ground  alone  that  I 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  these  examinations  are  suf- 
ficient; and,  guarding  myself  against  being  supposed  to 
say  that  such  evidence  would  be  sufficient  in  the  case  of 
a  third  parish,  I  reluctantly  yield  to  the  opinion  of  my 
learned  brothers,  feeling  satisfied  that  truth  and  justice 
will  best  be  obtained  by  a  strict  observance  of  the  re- 
quirements of  the  act  of  Parliament. 

Patteson,  J. — The  pauper  only  shews  the  payment 
of  the  rates,  but  that  does  not  prove  the  assessment. 
The  receipts  for  the  rates  cannot  be  considered  as  an 
admission,  and  they  were  not  necessary,  because  the 
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panper  swears  to  the  fact  of  payment.  The  legal  evi- 
dence of  the  assessment  was  the  rate-book,  but  the 
contents  of  that  book  are  not  set  out.  I  suppose  they 
thought  that,  as  the  rate-book  was  produced  by  the 
vestry-clerk  of  the  very  parish,  it  was  not  neces- 
sary to  set  it  out.  I  wish  they  had  done  so,  not  as  the 
evidence  of  the  witness,  which  it  could  not  be,  but  ias  a 
copy  or  extract  attached  to  the  examinations,  as  ex- 
hibits. I  think,  under  these  circiunstances,  that  the 
rate-books  being  produced  before  the  magistrates,  and 
they  having  made  the  order,  we  may  infer  that  the  ma- 
gistrates, in  the  exercise  of  the  duty  they  had  to  dis- 
charge, did  examine  the  books,  and  satisfy  themselves 
that  the  husband  of  the  pauper  was  properly  assessed. 


1848. 
The  QuKBR 

V. 

Inhabitants  of 
St.  Panoras. 


CoLEBiDOE,  J. — The  question  is,  whether  the  exami- 
nations disclose  legal  evidence  of  the  assessment  of  the 
pauper's  husband.  Facts  are  there  stated  from  which 
we  may  presume  that  such  evidence  must  have  been 
given  to  the  magistrates ;  but  I  am  not  satisfied  with 
the  arguments  at  the  bar,  and,  therefore,  decline  to  give 
any  judgment. 


Erle,  J. — I  think  the  sessions  have  come  to  a  right 
condusion.  The  examinations  set  out  a  good  settle- 
ment, by  renting  a  tenement,  provided  they  contain 
legal  evidence  of  rating.  The  pauper  says  that  her 
husband  was  assessed  to  the  poor-rate  of  the  appellant 
parish,  and  the  officer  of  that  parish  is  called  to  prove 
that  he  was  so  assessed.  He  says  in  his  examination, 
'^I  produce  the  poor-rate  books  of  the  parish  of  St. 
,  Pancras  for  the  years  1840  and  1841,''  and  that  makes 
the  whole  of  his  examination.  If  he  had  gone  on  to 
say  what  he  saw  written  in  the  book,  that  woidd  not 
do.     I  do  not  see  on  what  authority  he  c6uld  have  made 

VOL.  in.  Q  N.  s.  c. 
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1848.  such  a  statement.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  magistrates 
The  QuvsN  ^  ^^ook  into  the  rate-books^  and  if  they  found  that  there 
Inhabits  of  ^''^^  ^  them  evidence  of  the  assessment^  they  were  en- 
St.  Pancras.  titled  to  act  on  it,  and  they  do  so  by  making  the  order. 
Legal  evidence  ^ae  before  the  magistrates,  and  it  is  my 
duty  to  presume  that  they  acted  properly.  The  docu- 
ment containing  the  legal  evidence  is  with  the  appel- 
lants, imless  we  assume  that  the  vestry-clerk  did  not 
do  his  duty  in  taking  the  books  to  their  proper  place  of 
custody.  Whether  in  the  case  of  a  third  parish  it  would 
be  necessary  to  send  a  copy  of  the  rate-books,  I  need 
not  determine.  I  should  be  very  loth  to  come  to  that 
conclusion.  I  should  say,  at  all  events,  that  it  would 
be  enough  to  send  the  title  of  the  rate  and  the  particu- 
lars of  the  assessment.  To  that  extent,  I  think,  that^ 
for  caution's  sake,  a  copy  of  the  rate-book  may  be  sent, 
and  it  may  be  well  that  an  intimation  to  this  effect  be 
given. 

Orders  confirmed. 
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1848. 

The  Queen  t;.  Egbert  Vickbry.  June  6th. 

IN  Trinity  Term  last  Pashley  had  obtained  a  rule.  On  an  appllca- 

(dated  November  9th9  I8479)  calling  on  the  defendant^  a\°petty  ws^ 

Bobert  Vickery,  to  shew  cause  why  a  writ  of  attach-  q^"*  ^/^^ 

ment  should  not  issue  against  him  for  his  contempt  in  moval,  a  wit- 

,  ,  ,  ness  attending 

not  paying  obedience  to  a  writ  of  subpoena  issued  out  there  in  obe- 

of  this  court  on  the  8th  of  May,  1847,  commanding  crown  Office 

him  to  appear  and  give  evidence  before  the"  justices  at  "^^poMia,  om- 

petty  sessions  to  be  held  on  the  3rd  of  June  following,  give  evidence 

at  Wellington,  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  touching  an  per';  settle^  ' 

application  by  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  ^Smid'ofhia 

parish  of  Stawley,  in  the  said  county,  for  an  order  of  ^in««thera 

f      .         ^       ,  ^Ti  .  .  rated  inhabitant 

justices  for  the  removal  of  John  Melhuish,  his  wife^  and  or  officer  of  the 

their  six  children,  to  the  place  of  their  legal  settlement,  fhe  order  Ta  ^ 

The&cts,  as  disclosed  by  the  affidavits  on  which  the  rule  ^^^^^^^ 
was  moved,  have  been  already  fully  set  out  in  Begma  v.      Affidavits 

^  used  in  moving 

Viehery  (a),  when  the  rule  for  an  attachment  was  dis-  for  an  attach- 

charged  on  a  preliminary  objection  for  defect  in  the  SSL  to  rive 

affidavits  (b\     Subsequently,  this  defect  had  been  re-  ■?5'^  evidence, 

medied — a  fredi  subpoena  had  been  served  on  Yickery,  that  one  of  the 

and  he  had  attended  at  the  petty  sessions,  and,  after  his  sessions,  before 

sister  had  been  examined,  he  was  called  as  a  witness ;  ri!^"lf?*  T*" 

'  '  ness  was  sno- 

but  aeun  refused  to  be  sworn  in  general  terms  to  irive  p«M«d  to  at- 

,r^         _  11.  tend,  was  of  the 

evidence,  but  consented  to  be  sworn  m  a  qualified  quorum  t^ 

,  1  .•  i_iii_r:3  ^ifM.safficient. 

manner,  to  answer  such  questions  as  should  be  asked 
him,  with  the  exception  of  such  as  the  law  would  ex- 
empt him  from  answering,  as  being  a  rated  inhabitant 
in,  and  also  a  churchwarden  and  overseer  of  the  parish 
of  Kaddington,  to  which  it  was  sought  to  remove  the 
paupers. 

(a)  2  New  Seas.  Cas.  666.         been  made  by  the  parish  officers 

(b)  Namely^  that  they  &iled     of  the  pauper's  chai^geability. 
to  shew  that  a  complaint  had 

q2 
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1848.  Kinglake^   Seijt.,  and   Bally  now   shewed  cause.— 

The  QuKEN  There  is  still  a  preliminary  objection  to  the  affidavits 
VicK»T  ^^  which  this  rule  has  been  obtained,  namely,  that  they 
do  not  state  that  one  of  the  justices  to  whom  the  appli- 
cation for  the  order  of  removal  was  made,  was  of  the 
quorum.  The  13  &  14  Car.  2,  c.  12,  s.  1^  provides 
that  "  any  two  justices,  whereof  one  to  he  of  the  qfuo^ 
rumy^  may  remove  by  their  warrant  any  person  likely 
to  become  chargeable  to  their  division ;  and  although 
the  26  Geo.  2,  c.  27,  declares  that  ^^  no  act,  order,  ad- 
judication, warrant,  indenture  of  apprenticeship,  or  other 
instrument  already  made,  done,  or  executed,  or  hereafter 
to  be  made,  done,  or  executed  by  two  or  more  justices 
of  the  peace,  which  doth  not  express  that  one  or  more 
of  the  justices  is  or  are  of  the  quorum,  shall  be  im- 
peached, set  aside,  or  vacated  for  that  defect  only."  It 
does  not  include  affidavits,  and  therefore  these  must  still 
shew  that  the  justices  were  such  as  by  the  13  &  14 
Car.  2,  c  12,  were  empowered  to  make  the  order.  The 
7  Geo.  3,  c.  21,  and  the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  27,  extend  the 
provisions  of  the  26  Geo.  2,  c  27,  in  reference  to  orders 
and  other  instruments  therein  mentioned,  made  in  cities 
or  franchises  which  have  a  limited  number  of  quorum 
justices,  but  make  no  difference  in  respect  to  this  objec- 
tion. The  same  strictness  is  necessary  in  affidavits  as 
has  been  required  in  examinations  in  all  particulars 
affecting  jurisdiction.  No  intendment  can  be  made  to 
aid  that :  Regina  v.  Spackman  (a),  Regina  v.  Shipston- 
upon-Stour  (J),  Regina  v.  Moleswortk  (c).  [Erle^  J. — 
Do  not  these  affidavits  contain  a  general  description  of 
the  tribunal  ?  If  so,  it  can  hardly  be  necessary  to  set 
out  all  the  particulars  of  it]     The  justices  were  exer- 

(a)  2  Q,.  B.  R.  301.  (h)  1  New  Sess.  Cas.  230. 

(c)  2  New  Sess.  Cas.  356. 


9. 
YlCCSRY. 


TRINITY  TERM,  11  VICT.  195 

cnsing  a  statutory  jurisdiction^  and  all  the  essentials  to  1848. 
that  should  be  stated.  But  if  the  preliminary  objection  The  Qubvn 
should  not  prevail^  it  is  submitted  that  this  rule  must 
be  discharged  on  the  main  point,  namely,  that  Vickery 
was  not  bound  to  give  evidence  in  a  matter  in  which  he 
had  a  direct  interest  as  a  rated  inhabitant  and  church- 
warden  and  oyerseer.  It  will  perhaps  be  contended  on 
the  other  side,  that  the  only  ground  on  which  such  ex- 
emption can  be  claimed  is,  that  the  person  claiming  it 
m  a  party  to  the  suit  or  proceeding  in  which  his  evi- 
dence is  sought,  and  that  Vickery  was  no  party  to  the 
application  made  to  the  petty  sessions.  If  that  argu- 
ment were  correct,  the  witness  in  this  case  was  exempt, 
as  he  was  a  party  to  the  proceeding  as  a  parish  officer, 
and  it  appears  was  treated  as  such  by  the  summons 
^ven  him  to  attend  and  shew  cause  why  the  order 
should  not  be  made  on  his  parish.  The  true  principle, 
however,  on  which  a  person  is  not  compellable  to  give 
evidence,  is  not  that  he  is  a  party  to  the  suit,  but  that 
his  interest  is  directly  affected  by  the  result.  Prior 
to  the  46  Geo.  3,  c.  37,  there  were  doubts  whether  a 
witness  was  exempt  from  answering  such  questions  as 
might  subject  him  to  a  civil  suit;  and  although  that  sta- 
tute passed  to  avoid  the  difficulty,  it  still  left  the  law  as 
to  persons  claiming  exemption  on  the  score  of  direct 
interest,  as  it  stood  before,  and  the  question  therefore 
is,  whether  Vickery  could,  before  the  46  Geo.  3,  c.  37, 
have  been  compelled  to  answer.  In  cases  of  privilege, 
in  the  production  of  title  deeds,  and  where  he  may  ren- 
der himself  liable  to  future  criminal  proceedings,  a  wit- 
ness is  exempted  from  answering  on  the  score  of  his  in- 
terest being  affected.  The  same  rule  would  apply  here. 
Vickery  was  a  rated  inhabitant  and  a  churchwarden  and 
overseer  of  Baddington,  and  the  order,  if  made  and  un- 
appealed  against,  woidd  be  conclusive  evidence  against 
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1848.  his  parisL  In  Bex  y.  Wobum  (a)  rated  inhabitants  of 
The  QuuN  A  parish  were  held  not  compellable  to  give  evidence  in 
a  parish  appeal^  because  directly  interested  in  the  event ; 
and  in  Regina  v.  The  Recorder  of  Bath  (b)  an  overseer 
was  held  not  a  competent  vdtness  in  an  appeal  by  his 
own  parish,  either  on  the  merits  or  on  a  preliminary 
point*  In  Bex  v.  Whidey  Lou>er  (e)  the  declarations  of 
rated  inhabitants  were  held  admissible  on  the  principle 
that  they  were  not  compellable  to  give  evidence.  Bex 
V.  Hardwick  (d)v&to  the  same  effect ;  and  Bex  v.  Little 
Lumley  {e)  decided  that  inhabitants  not  rated  may  be 
compelled  to  be  witnesses  in  parish  appeals.  The  result 
of  these  cases  seems  to  be  that  the  liability  of  persons  to 
give  evidence  depends  not  on  their  being  parties  to  the 
proceedings,  but  on  their  beiog  directly  interested  in 
the  result  If,  therefore,  an  inhabitant  of  a  parish  is 
rated,  he  is  exempt  from  giving  evidence  in  appeals  in 
which  his  parish  is  concerned  on  the  score  of  interest ; 
if  not  rated,  he  has  no  such  interest,  and  therefore  uo 
such  exemption.  In  Begina  v.  Adderbury  JEast{f)  it 
was  held  that  on  indictment  against  a  township  for  non- 
repair of  a  bridge,  declarations  of  rateable  inhabitanta, 
whether  actually  rated  or  not,  may  be  given  in  evidence 
for  the  Crown,  such  inhabitants  being  defendants  on 
the  record, — the  principle  of  that  decision  being  stated 
by  Patteson,  J.,  to  be,  that  the  Crown  could  not  compel 
an  inhabitant  to  give  evidence  against  his  own  interest. 
The  same  principle  has  been  recognised  in  WorraU  v. 
Jones  {g\  which  decided  that  a  party  to  a  record  is  a 
competent  witness,  provided  he  be  disinterested ;  but 
otherwise  if  not :  Fenn  v.  Granger  (A),  Mcmt  v.  Main- 

(a)  10  East,  396.  («)  6  T.  R.  167. 

{b)  9  A.  &  E.  714.  (/)  6  Q.  B.  R.  187. 

(<?)  1  M.  &  S.  636.  (g)  7  Ring.  395. 

{d)  11  Eart,  678.  (h)  3  Campb.  177. 
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uxmngia).     There  is  a  third  objection  to  this  attach-         IB4a 
ment  issaing,  namely^  that  the  subpoena,  in  disobeying     xbe  Qubbn 
which  the  alleged  contempt  consbted^  was  obtained  from      vickxrt. 
the  Crown  Office  before  any  complaint  was  made  to  the 
justices,  and^  therefore,  neither  the  Court  was  in  exist- 
ence nor  the  proceeding  commenced  which  the  subpoena 
commanded  the  defendant  to  attend. 

Pashleyy  oontr^ — In  R^fina  v.  Greenaway  (V)  the  last 
point  was  taken  in  argument,  and  overruled.  Then  as 
to  the  necessity  for  stating  that  one  of  the  justices  to 
whom  the  application  was  made,  was  of  the  quorum, 
this  is  the  first  time  it  has  been  argued  that  those  words 
must  be  introduced  either  in  affidavits  or  examinations. 
Where  two  justices  are  acting  together,  it  may  be  pre- 
sumed that  one  is  in  &ct  of  the  quorum,  inasmuch  as  it 
is  the  practice  in  issuing  commissions  to  make  all  named 
therein  of  the  quorum  but  one.  [Lord  Denman,  C.  J. 
— Suppose,  on  an  indictment  for  peijury,  the  Court 
where  the  offence  was  committed  was  described  as  here  ? 
Coleridge^  J. — The  writ  of  subpoena  issues  before  the 
Court  is  constituted  where  the  witness  has  to  appear; 
when  the  hearing  comes  on,  the  Court  may  turn  out 
to  be  imperfect;  two  justices  may  not  be  there — and 
suppose  the  person  subpoenaed  to  attend  and  give  evi- 
dence be  indicted  for  perjury,  could  he  not  then  shew 
that  the  Court  was  imperfectly  constituted  ?]  Taylor 
Y.  Clemson  (c)  is  a  strong  authority  that  the  Court  will 
presume  the  proceedings  below  to  have  been  correct. 
In  Regina  v.  Silhstane  {d)  the  jurat  of  an  examination 
stated  that  it  was  sworn  before  **  me,"  and  this  Court 
held,  that,  to  give  the  necessary  jurisdiction,  it  would 

(a)  8  Tftnnt.  139.  (c)  2  ^  B.  R.  978. 

(h)  2  N«w  Seas.  Cas.  108.  (d)  Id.  520. 
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1848.  intend  that  two  justices  were  acting,  Coleridge^  J.,  in 
The  QuuN  tis  judgment,  saying :  **  We  may  rely  on  the  maxim, 
omnia  prcBSumuntur  rite  esse  acta;  and  here  the  maxim 
applies  with  particular  effect,  since  the  fault,  if  there 
was  one,  was  an  irregular  assumption  of  power  by  a 
single  justice."  Regina  v.  Whiston  (a)  and  Regina  v. 
Witney  (b)  are  also  authorities  to  shew  that  &cts  neces- 
sary to  jurisdiction  will  be  presumed  in  the  absence  of 
any  evidence  to  disprove  them. — The  facts  of  the  case 
shew  that  the  magistrates  had  already  entered  upon  the 
inquiry,  and  had  examined  one  witness. — [He  was  here 
stopped  by  the  Court] 

Lord  Denman,  C.J. — I  had  some  doubt  on  the  sub- 
ject at  first,  but  it  is  now  entirely  removed.  It  may  be 
presumed  that  the  Court,  when  assembled  at  petty 
sessions,  is  properly  constituted.  The  defendant  then 
appears  before  that  Court,  and  refuses  to  answer  all  the 
questions  put  to  him.  He  will  only  answer  such  and 
such  questions ;  but  those  which  might  fix  a  liability 
on  the  parish  of  which  he  is  a  rated  inhabitant  and  an 
officer  he  refuses  to  answer.  Then  we  have  to  say 
whether  there  is  anything  which  prevents  the  Court 
from  enforcing  an  answer  to  its  questions.  It  is  said 
that  there  is,  because  there  is  no  allegation  that  one  of 
the  justices  was  of  the  quorum ;  but  we  are  bound  to 
presume  that  he  is  a  justice  of  that  class  which  is  re- 
quired by  the  law.  Then  this  person  refuses  to  answer 
because  he  is  interested.  Many  attempts  have  been  made 
to  get  rid  of  these  disgraceful  objections  always  takea 
to  defeat  the  truth,  to  produce  litigation,  and  for  no 
purpose  but  for  that  of  making  the  law  itself  a  dis- 
grace,  and  men  blush  who  administer  it.     The  54 

(a)  4  A.  &  E.  607.  (b)  5  Id.  191. 
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Geo.  3,  c  170,  s.  9,  gets  rid  of  several  of  these  objec-  1848. 
t]<Hi8,  which  a  witness  might  have  made  with  success  xheQuBBw 
before  the  passing  of  that  act.  Mr.  PhiUipps^  in  his 
book  on  Evidence,  Yol.  1,  p.  375,  states  the  nature  of 
the  alterations  effected  by  that  act,  and  cites  Rex  v. 
Wcibwrn  (a).  Then  came  the  3  &  4  Vict  c  26,  which 
applies  to  parishioners  and  parish  officers.  It  declares 
that  such  person  shall  not  be  disqualified  or  prevented 
from  giving  evidence  by  reason  of  his  being,  as  such 
parishioner,  or  parish  officer,  a  party  to  such  trial  or 
proceeding.  The  person  making  the  objection  here  is 
rendered  competent  by  that  act ;  and  I  think  the  effect 
of  the  two  statutes  is  to  make  a  parishioner  not  a  party 
for  any  purpose  whatever,  so  as  to  exclude  his  evi- 
dence, but  only  in  cases  where  he  is  personally  liable  for 
the  payment  of  costs,  as  distinguished  from  the  other 
parishioners.  He  is,  therefore,  a  witness,  and,  as  such, 
not  merely  competent,  but  compellable  to  give  evidence. 
The  case  of  Regina  v.  Adderbury  East  (b)  cannot  be 
applied  to  the  present.  There  the  churchwarden  and 
surveyor  acted  as  the  agents  in  the  dispute,  and,  as 
their  admissions  were  sufficient  to  bind  the  party  for 
whom  they  acted,  they  were  held  not  compellable  to 
give  evidence. 

Patteson,  J. — The  defendant  here  appeared  in  obe- 
dience to  the  subpoena  (which,  on  the  face  of  it,  seemed 
correct)  before  the  justices  at  petty  sessions,  but  reiused 
to  answer,  except  in  a  qualified  way.  Then,  it  is  said,  he 
was  not  bound  to  answer,  for  that  it  does  not  appear  that 
there  was  present  at  the  sessions  a  justice  of  the  quorum. 
The  26  Geo.  2,  c  27,  does  not  apply  to  a  case  of  this 
sort.    That  act  says,  that  **  no  act,  docmnent,  or  order  " 

(a)  10  East,  895.  (b)  6  Q.  B.  R.  187. 


K 


aOO  NEW  SESSIONS  GASES, 

1848.  shall  be  set  nude  for  the  T&nt  of  ih.&e  being  expreBSed  in 
Hie  QtruM  it  that  one  of  the  juetioea  making  it  was  of  the  quorum. 
VicKuy  The  objection,  however,  is,  that  the  affidavits  do  not 
express  that.  One  case  of  difficulty  was  put,  namely, 
tliat  of  an  indictment  for  perjury ;  but  on  an  indict- 
ment of  that  sort,  it  is  not  necessary  to  shew  that  the 
juBtices  who  administered  the  oath  were  duly  tqipointed 
justices,  but  merely  ^t  they  were  acting  as  such.  It  is 
quite  clear,  that,  before  the  54  Geo.  3,  o.  170,  s.  9,  the 
objection  on  the  ground  of  intfirest  would  prevail  Sex 
V.  Wolmm  (a)  is  enough  to  shew  that  a  rated  inhabitant 
was  not  compellable  to  give  evidence.  Then  came  the 
3  &  4  Vict  e.  26 ;  and  that  act  gets  rid  of  the  objection, 
and  shews  that  such  a  person  is  not  incompetent  as  a 
witness  either  for  or  against  his  parish.  Taking  these 
two  acts  tx^etber,  the  plain  meaning  is,  that,  when 
the  whole  body  of  parishioners  are  parties  concerned, 
the  particular  officer  must  be  considered  as  not  inter- 
ested, and  then  it  would  not  be  conrastent  .with  justice 
to  suppose  that  the  legislature  would  allow  him  to  be  a 
witoesa  for,  and  not  compel  him  to  be  a  witness  against, 
the  parish.  The  parish  officers  must  be  treated  as 
strangers  on  the  one  side  and  the  other,l  ike  any  oUier 
third  parties  for  that  purpose,  and,  if  so,  equally  liable 
to  be  called  by  subpoena  for  either  side. 

CoLERiDOB,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  think 
the  rule  must  be  made  absolute.  I  felt  some  difficult 
on  the  first  point,  but  that  has  been  removed.  Ae  it 
appears  that  the  magistrates  had  previously  examined 
another  witness,  and  no  objection  was  taken  to  that  pro- 
ceeding, I  think  we  muet  presume  that  they  were  a 
tribunal  properly  constituted.     On  the  second  point,  I 


{a)  10  East,  J 
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would  take  the  case  as  that  of  a  party  to  a  proceeding  1848. 
who  has  been  summoned  to  shew  cause  against  that  f^^  QumsK 
proceedings  which  would  become  a  judgment  condusive  ^  ^' 
against  the  party  if  there  was  no  appeal.  This  must 
be,  therefore,  considered  as  a  judicial  proceeding,  and 
the  defendant  as  a  party  to  it^  and  as  attending  as  such* 
Then  the  3  &  4  Vict  c  26,  may  be  referred  to.  I  do 
not  think  that  has  been  properly  understood.  It  car* 
ries  us  entirely  through  the  difficidty.  It  makes  a 
churchwarden  or  overseer  of  a  parish  stand  in  the  same 
situation  as  a  non-rated  inhabitant.  Now,  a  rated  in- 
habitant was  not  a  good  vdtness.  He  was  not  com- 
peQable  to  give  evidence,  for  he  had  an  interest  in  the 
matter ;  but  a  churchwarden  or  overseer,  as  such,  was 
not  in  the  same  situation ;  he  was  a  party  to  the  suit. 
Then  the  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  26,  enacts,  that  '^  no  church- 
warden, overseer,  or  other  officer  in  or  for  any  parish, 
or  any  person  rated  or  assessed,  or  liable  to  be  so,  shall 
be  disabled  from  giving  evidence  on  any  trial,  appeal, 
or  other  proceeding,  by  reason  only  of  his  being  a  party 
to  such  trial,  appeal,  or  other  proceeding,  or  of  his  being 
liable  to  costs  in  respect  thereof."  The  effect  of  that 
seems  to  me  to  be  to  take  away  the  objection  of  his  being 
a  rated  inhabitant,  and  to  put  him  in  the  situation  of 
being  a  non-rated  person.  * 

EBI.E,  J. — ^I  think  the  rule  should  be  absolute.  On 
the  objection,  in  point  of  form,  as  to  one  of  the  justices 
being  of  the  quorum,  one  may  be  taken  to  have  been 
so,  for  they  acted  as  a  tribunal  competent  to  take  the 
examination.  The  general  rule  of  law  is,  that,  when 
justices  act  in  discharge  of  a  duty,  they  may  be  pre- 
sumed, till  the  contrary  be  shewn,  to  have  authority  so 
to  act.  I  think  that  rule  ought  to  be  extended  to  this 
case,  and  that  no  objection  can  be  taken  on  the  ground 
of  want  of  competency.   As  to  the  other  point,  it  is  to  be 
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observed  that  the  objection  taken  by  the  defendant  was 
of  a  personal  nature.  The  interests  of  truth  require 
that  all  who  have  knowledge  of  the  &cts  on  any  matter 
should  be  compelled  to  disclose  them  before  any  tribunal 
sitting  to  inquire  into  them ;  and  it  is  a  general  rule, 
that  all  persons  shall  come  forward  to  give  such  in- 
formation as  they  possess.  This  general  rule  is  subject 
to  few  exceptions.  A  man  is  not  required  to  criminate 
himself^  nor  to  give  evidence  that  will  injure  the  title  to 
his  own  property.  In  cases  of  this  sort  a  man  may  re- 
fuse to  give  evidence ;  but  the  3  &  4  Vict,  c  26  shews 
that  no  one  can,  by  reason  of  his  being  an  officer  of  a 
parish,  be  prevented  from  giving  evidence  in  matters  in 
which  that  parish  is  concerned.  Here  the  person  is 
competent,  and,  being  competent,  is  compellable  to  ^ve 
evidence.     The  rule,  therefore,  should  be  absolute. 

Kule  absolute. 


Jtmel2$h. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  Cumberland. 
The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  Lancashibe. 

XN  Easter  Term  last,  in  the  case  of  Regina  v.  The 
Justices  of  Cumberland^  Greig  had  obtained  a  rule  call- 
ing upon  the  overseers  of  the  township  of  Ellenborough 
to  shew  cause  why  they  should  not  pay  to  the  White- 
haven Junction  Kailway  Company  the  costs  of  and 
occasioned  by  an  application  for  a  writ  of  mandamus^ 
and,  consequent  thereon,  the  costs  of  the  said  writ  and 
the  return  thereto,  and  the  costs  of  hi»  application  for 
the  rule. 


Where  a  party 
ineoeedfl  in  a 
court  below 
upon  an  objec- 
tion which 
tarns  out  to  be 
ill  founded,  and 
resists  an  ap- 
plication for  a 
mandamas  to 
correct  the 
error  by  shew- 
ing cause 
against  it,  the 
general  and 
more  conve-  ' 
nient  rule  is 

that  the  costs  of  such  application  shall  be  paid  by  the  party  who  unsuccessfully  resists 
the  application,  though  the  Court  may  make  exceptions  in  particular  cases. 

Such  rule,  however,  will  not  apply  where  a  party,  having  succeeded  in  the  court  below^ 
offers  no  resistance  to  the  correction  of  the  error,  and  is  no  party  to  the  proceedings  in  thia 
court. 
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It  appeared  from  the  affidavits,  that  the  Whitehaven         1848. 
Junction  Bail  way  Company  had  appealed  against  a     TheQusBK 
rate  which  had  been  made  upon  them  for  the  relief  of     jngtiocs  of 
the  poor  for  certain  lands  occupied  by  them  in  the   €uiiBi»LAND 
township  of  EUenborough ;  that  Mr.  Musgrave,  an  at-*   Lancashire. 
tomey  of  Whitehaven,  had  been  duly  instructed  and 
authorised  by  the  board  of  directors  of  the  said  com- 
pany to  appeal  against  such  rate,  and  that  he,  as  such 
attorney,  signed  the  notice  of  appeal ;  that  the  appeal 
came  on  to  be  heard  at  the  Michaelmas  quarter  sessions 
(1847)  for  the  county  of  Cumberland,  and  that  the 
counsel  for  the  respondents  objected  that  the  appeal 
could  not  be  heard,  inasmuch  as  Mr.  Musgrave  was  not 
shewn  to  be  duly  retained  and  appointed  attorney  of 
the  railway  company,  under  the  common  seal  of  the 
said  company ;  that,  after  hearing  counsel  on  behalf  of 
the  appellants,  the  court  of  quarter   sessions  decided 
that  the  objection  was  fatal,  and  refused  to  hear  the 
appeal ;  that  an  ^plication  was  afterwards  made  to  this 
Court  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  to  the  justices  of  Cum- 
berland to  enter  continuances  and  hear  the  appeal,  and 
that  the  application  was  resisted  by  the  overseers  of 
EUenborough,  who  shewed  cause  against  it,  and  that  a 
writ  of  mandamus  issued;   that  the  justices  at  the 
Easter  quarter  sessions,  1848,  in  compliance  with  the 
said  writ,  entered  continuances  and  heard  the  appeal, 
and  reduced  the  rate  upon  the  appellants  from  the  sum . 
of  £170  to  the  sum  of  £50,  and  ordered  the  respondents 
to  pay  to  the  appellants  the  stun  of  452^  145. 6d,  for  their 
costs  of  the  said  appeal. 

CowUnff  and  Ramshay  now  shewed  cause. — The  man- 
damus in  this  case  was  directed  to  the  justices  of  Lan- 
cashire, and  the  overseers  of  EUenborough  were  not 
parties  to  it ;  the  Court  wiU  not,  therefore^  order  them  to 
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1848.         pay  theee  costs :  Regina  y.  The  Sheriff  of  ARddlesex  (a). 

The  ^vwMv     Here  the  overseers  obtained  a  judicial  dedsion  in  their 

J  itksM  f     ^^^^^^^^^9  »^d  t^ey  onght  not  to  be  subjected  to  costs  for 

CuMBEBLAVD    upholdiug  such  decision*     Regina  v.  Oxted  (V)  may  be 

Lancashiks.    quoted  on  the  other  side,  but  there  the  objection  was 

fiiYolous,  and  it  is  submitted  that  the  rule  in  that  case 
ought  not  to  prevail,  except  where  the  objection  is  so 
obviously  untenable  that  it  cannot  be  supposed  that 
the  party  objecting  took  it  bona  fide,  which  is  clearly 
not  the  case  here,  as  the  objection  depended  upon  the 
construction  of  several  sections  of  the  railway  company's 
act  of  Parliament. 

(Sreigy  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  circumstances 
under  which  the  sessions  dismissed  this  i^peal  are  not 
sufficient  to  take  it  out  of  the  general  rule  of  practice. 
That  general  rule  is,  that  the  costs  of  an  application  for 
a  mandamus  will  follow  the  event:  Rex  v.  Hie  Justices 
of  Londen{c)^  Rex  v.  The  Mayor  of  Newbury  (rf). — [He 
then  argued  the  nature  of  the  objection  which  was 
taken.] 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

In  the  case  of  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Lancashire, 
Pashley  had  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  overseers 
of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Ashton-under-Lyne  to  shew 
cause  why  they  should  not  pay  to  the  prosecutor  of  a 
writ  of  mandamus  the  costs  of  and  occasioned  by  the 
application  for  the  said  writ,  and,  consequent  thereon, 
the  costs  of  the  said  writ,  and  the  costs  of  his  applica- 
tion for  the  rule.  The  facts  of  the  case  are  fully  re- 
ported  in  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Lancashire{e\  where 


(a)  5  Q.  B.  R.  365. 
(h)  2  New  Seas.  Cas.  357. 
(c)  Id.^6& 


{d)  1  Q.  B.  B.  751. 
(tf)  Ante,  37. 
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the  rule  for  a  mandamns  was  made  absolute,  though  the 
applioation  was  resisted  by  the  overseers  of  Ashton.  Tbe  Qubbn 

o. 
Jnstioes  of 

Tawnsend  now  shewed  cause.  Cumbbrl^nd 

and 
Lamcasbirb. 

Pashky,  in  support  of  the  rule  (a). 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

WioHTBtAN,  J.,  now  delivered  judgment — There 
were  two  eases  before  me  this  term,  wbidi,  as  they 
presented  the  same  point,  I  have  considered  together. 
They  were  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Cumberlandy  and 
Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Lancashire^  and  were  applica- 
tions for  the  costs  of  writs  of  mandamus  to  courts  of 
quarter  sessions^  rendered  necessary  by  decisions  which 
this  Court  considered  erroneous,  upon  objections  taken 
by  the  parties  who  shewed  cause  against  the  rules. 

In  each  case  this  Court  was  of  opinion  that  the  objec- 
tions taken  in  the  court  below  were  clearly  ill-founded, 
and  ought  not  to  have  prevailed,  though  it  perhaps  could 
hardly  be  said  tiiat  they  were  firivolous.  Each  party 
relied  upon  a  separate  rule  of  practice,  with  respect  to 
costs,  as  applicable  to  his  case. 

In  support  of  the  application  for  the  costs,  the  general 
rule,  that  the  costs  of  writs  of  mandamus,  the  issuing  of 
which  is  opposed,  are  given  to  the  successful  party,  was 
relied  upon ;  whilst,  on  the  other  side,  it  was  contended 
that,  as  a  general  rule,  costs  were  not  given  when  the 
proceedings  were  rendered  necessary  by  some  mistake 
of  the  Court  itself  and  that,  though  there  were  cases  in 
which  the  costs  of  writs  of  mandamus  to  correct  erro- 
neous decisions  of  inferior  courts  had  been  given  to  the 
parties  applying  for  them,  those  were  cases  in  which  the 
objections  successfully  taken  in  the  courts  below  were  so 

(a)  Before  Wightman^  J.,  in  the  Bail  Court. 
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1848.  obviously  untenable  and  frivolous  that  they  ought  not  to 

The  QoBBN  bave  been  taken,  and  the  parties  might  be  considered  as 

JcuUoet  of  wilfiiUy  misleading  the  Court.     If  this  were  so,  and  in 

CuMBBRLAKD  Qrder  to  obtain  the  costs  of  a  mandamus  it  were  neces- 

and 

Lanc  A8HIRB.  sary  for  the  successful  party  to  shew  that  the  objections 
taken  in  the  court  below  were  obviously  untenable  and 
frivolous,  very  great  practical  inconvenience  and  uncer- 
tainty would  follow,  as  it  would  in  every  case  be  neces- 
sary to  discuss  the  merits  of  the  previous  decisions;  but 
those  cases,  tbough  the  nature  of  the  objections  was  in- 
cidentally discussed,  appear  to  be  founded  upon  a  much 
more  certain  and  convenient  rule, — ^that  the  party  who 
succeeds  in  the  court  below  upon  an  objection  which 
turns  out  to  be  ill-founded,  and  resists  an  application 
for  a  mandamus  to  correct  the  error  by  shewing  cause 
against  it,  shall  be  subject  to  the  application  of  the 
general  rule  for  the  payment  of  the  costs  by  the  unsuc- 
cessful party,  subject  to  exceptions  which  the  Court  may- 
make  in  particular  cases  in  the  exercise  of  their  general 
jurisdiction  over  the  costs. 

Such  a  general  rule  would  not  be  applicable  to  the 
case  of  a  party  who,  having  succeeded  in  the  court  be- 
low upon  an  erroneous  judgment,  offers  no  resistance  to 
the  correction  of  the  error,  and  is  no  party  to  the  pro- 
ceedings in  this  Court,  by  shevdng  cause  against  the 
issuing  of  the  mandamus. 

Two  cases  were  referred  to  in  the  argument,  Begina 
V.  Oxted{a)y  and  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  London  (b). 
In  Beffina  v.  Oxted  the  Court  seems  to  have  proceeded 
on  the  general  rule.  My  Brother  Patteson  says  that 
the  general  rule  is,  that  the  costs  follow  the  event  of 
a  mandamus.  My  Brother  WUUams  says,  ^^  It  seems 
to  me  that  the  resistance  to  the  mandamus  was  an 
unnecessary  act."    That  case  was  followed  by  Regina 

(a)  2  New  Sees.  Cas.  357.  {h)  Id.  668. 
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V.  The  Justices  of  London^  in  which  the  general  rule  was       ^1848. 
also  held  to.apply.     In  the  present  cases^  there  does  not     The  Qubsn 
appear  to  me  to  be  any  sufficient  ground  for  taking  them      jostToes  of 
out  of  the  general  rule,  that  parties  unsuccessfully  oppos-  Cumbbrland 
ing  the  issuing  of  writs  of  mandamus  shall  pay  the  costs.    Lancashibb. 
They  are  parties  to  the  proceedings  in  this  Court,  as 
well  as  to  those  in  the  court  below,  and,  if  imsuccessful 
in  the  proceedings  here,  are  within  the  ordinary  rule, 
that  costs  of  application  for  writs  of  mandamus,  if  op- 
posed, will  be  ^yen  to  the  successful  party. 

Kule  absolute. 


The  Queen  r.  Thomas  Gillyard.  Jwm  \4a1i. 

J.N  this  term  Sir  J,  Jervisy  the  Attorney-General,  had  Where  it  ap. 
obtidned  a  rule  calling  upon  Thomas  Haigh  to  shew  affidavits^ 
cause  why  the  conviction  in  this  case  should  not  be  T**!*^^*"?^®.. 

■^  nm  to  set  aside 

quashed,  on  the  ground  that  it  had  been  procured  by  ^  conviction 
firaud  and  collusion,  with  a  view  to  defeat  proceedings  that  such  con- 
threatened  against  Haigh  for  a  breach  of  the  excise  been°obtained 
laws.     It  appeared  from  the  affidavits,  that  Haigh  was  "*  pa"«ance  of 

^  .  .  *  conspiracy, 

a  maltster,  carrying  on  business  at  Alverthorpe-with-  and  these  affi- 

Thomes,  near  Wakefield,  in  the  county  of  York,  and  answered,  this' 

that  the  excise  officers  in  that  district,  having  had  reason  makcfthe  mle 

to  suspect  that  he  was  in  the  habit  of  defrauding  the  •^solute  in  the 

'^  ^    ^  ,  ,  °     ^        exercise  of  its 

revenue,  by  committing  certain  breaches  in  the  excise  jurisdiction 

,  ^  xi  i-  •  ij«  1    over  all  crimi- 

laws,  set  a  watch  upon  his  premises,  and  discovered  nai  proceedings 

in  an  inferior 
court,  although 
the  Court  of  Exchequer  may  also  have  jurisdiction  by  statute  over  the  subject- matter. 

Where,  therefore,  a  maltster  had  fraudulently  procured  a  conviction  against  his  workman 
for  maliciously  doing  certain  things  prohibited  by  the  excise  laws,  with  intent  to  injure  his 
master,  under  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  52,  s.  46,  and  had  obtained  a  certificate  under  that  section, 
this  Court  set  aside  the  conviction,  altho,ugh  the  party  convicted  was  not  made  a  party  to 
tlie  mle,  and  although  in  such  case  it  is  expressly  provided,  by  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  53,  s.  79, 
that  a  writ  of  certiorari  may  issue  out  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer. 

VOL.  in.  R  N.  S.  C. 
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the  defendant  Gilly ard,  with  aeveral  ather%  engaged  in 
forwarding  certain  of  the  malting  procesBeB  contrary  to 
kw;  that  proceedinga  were  then  threatened  against 
Haigh,  who  thereiqK>n  charged  the  illegal  acts  upon  his 
men,  and  said  that  what  had  been  done  was  without  his 
knowledge ;  and  his  attention  having  been  called  hj  the 
Excise  Office  to  the  46th  section  of  the  7  &  8  Grea  4, 
c.  52,  he  laid  an  information  against  his  a^rrant  Gill* 
yard,  under  that  section  (a);  that  Gillyard  was  sum- 
moned before  two  magistrates,  when,  haying  pleaded 
guilty,  he  was  convicted  and  sentenced  to  be  imprisoned 
for  three  months  in  Wakefield  gaol,  with  hard  labour. 
The  affidavits  further  stated,  that  Haigh  had  obtained 
a  certificate  under  the  46th  section ;  and  that  the  excise 
officers  had  reason  to  suppose  that  Haigh  had  procured 
the  conviction  fraudulently,  to  protect  himself  Gillyard 
was  not  named  as  a  party  to  this  rule. 


Pcafdey  now  shewed  cause. — The  charge  made  against 
Haigh  by  these  affidavits  is  one  of  conspiracy,  and  there 
is  no  authority  for  this  Court  to  found  proceedings  upon 
sudi  a  charge,  imtil  there  has  been  a  conviction  for  that 


(a)  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  62,  s.  46, 
enacts,  **  that  if  any  workman 
employed  by  any  maltster  shall 
maliciously  and  with  intent  to 
injure  such  maltster  begin  to  wet 
or  steep  any  com  or  grain  within 
certain  prohibited  hours,  every 
such  workman  may  be  arrested 
and  taken  before  one  or  more 
justices,  and  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  such  justice,  on  the  confes- 
sion of  the  party,  or  by  proof 
upon  oath,  to  convict  every 
such  workman,  and  to  commit 
him  for  any  time  not  exceeding 
twelve,  and  not  less  than  three. 


months;  provided  that  nothing 
herein  contained  shall  extend 
to  repeal,  alter,  or  affect,  any 
penalty  on  the  maltster  in  whose 
service  such  workman  was  em- 
ployed, but  that  such  maltster 
shall  continue  liable  to  all  the 
penalties  unless  such  maltster 
shall  forthwith  prosecute  such 
workman  to  conviction,  and 
shall,  before  the  recovery  of  any 
such  penalty,  produce  to  the 
commissioners  of  excise  seerti- 
ficate  of  such  conviction,  and  of 
the  workman  having  suffered 
such  punishment.'* 
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offence.  In  the  case  even  of  attomies,  wbere  the  Courts  1848. 
exercise  a  strict  jurisdiction,  they  will  not  eall  upon  a  xh«  Qvbin 
man  to  answer  the  matters  of  an  affidavit,  if  the  c^ence  giiaya*i> 
therein  imputed  to  him  be  one  of  an  indictable  nature : 
Stephens  y.  HiU{a).  This  case  has  been  already  sub- 
stantially decided  by  a  court  of  competent  juriadiction. 
The  justices  who  tried  it  were  the  best  judges  of  all  the 
£BbCts,  as  they  had  the  witnesses  before  them;  and  this' 
Court  will  not  grant  a  new  trial  in  a  criminal  case  where 
there  has  been  an  acquittal :  Rex  v.  Mawbey  (b)^  Bex  y. 
Sutton  (e).  This  is  like  a  proceeding  in  the  Star 
Chamber,  £m:  the  defendant  Gillyard  is  not  made  a 
party  to  the  rule,  and,  if  this  conviction  be  quashed,  he 
might  ag«n  be  coayicted.  and  again  have  to  suffer  the 
punishment:  Regina  v.  The  Qnardians  of  Totness 
Union  {d).  Sex  v.  Benn  (e}.  Lastly,  this  Court  has  no 
power  to  grant  a  certiorari.  By  7  &  8  Oea  4,  c  53, 
&  79,  it  is  enacted  that  ^^  no  writ  of  certiorari  shall  be 
issued  at  the  suit  of  any  defendant,''  and  there  is  a  pro- 
viso that  nothing  thereinbefore  contained  shall  extend 
to  any  writ  of  certiorari  sued  on  behalf  of  his  Majesty 
out  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer.  By  implication,  there- 
fore, it  appears  that  the  certiorari  is  taken  away  from 
this  Court,  which  wiU  therefore  not  interfere,  more 
eq)ecially  as  fiiU  redress  may  be  obtained  in  the  Court  . 
<xP  Exchequer. 

Lord  Dbnbcan,  C.  J. — Li  the  first  place,  as  to  the 
motion  to  discharge  the  rule,  I  hold  it  to  be  quite  with- 
out precedent,  that,  when  the  facts  stated  to  the  Court 
are  not  complained  of  as  untrue,  and  the  Court,  on  con- 
sideration, has  granted  the  rule,  on  the  same  state  of 
&ct8  the  Court  should  be  called  on  to  rescind  its  own 

(a)  10  M.  &  W.  28.  (d)  2  New  Sesa.  Cas.  82. 

(h)  6  T.  R.  619.  (0  6  T.  R.  198. 

(e)  5  B.  &  Ad.  52. 

r2 


V. 
GiLLTA&D. 
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1848.        resolution^  and  to  declare  that  it  had  acted  wronglj. 
The  QuBBN     '-^  to  the  case  against  the  rule,  I  think  the  argument 
wholly  insufficient  to  prevail  against  what  has  been 
done.  Here  a  master  maltster  is  stated  to  have  incurred 
considerable  penalties  on  account  of  the  manner  in 
which  he  did  not  comply  with  the  provisions  of  the  act 
of  Parliament,  and  to  have  acted  in  a  suspicious  manner 
by  the  way  in  which  he  resorted  to  the  act  of  Parlia- 
ment to  take  proceedings  against  his  servant  for  the 
purpose  of  screening  himself  from  those  penalties.    The 
&cts  were  all  then  brought  before  us ;  and  we  had  no 
doubt,  that,  if  those  facts  remained  unanswered,  this  was 
a  case  of  fraud  and  collusion,  for  the  purpose  of  defeat- 
ing the  just  application  of  the  law,  and  that  it  was  im- 
possible that  this  conviction  could  be  allowed  to  stand. 
He  has  had  the  opportunity  of  answering  this  state- 
ment of  the  facts,  and  he  has  made  no  answer.    I  admit 
that  there  does  appear  to  be  something  like  hardship, 
when  a  proceeding  may  be  likened  to  what  was  done 
in  the  Star  Chamber,  where  vague  charges  were  made 
against  a  man  in  his  absence,  and  where  he  was  not  al- 
lowed the  means  to  clear  himself  from  the  imf)utation 
of  offences.     But  where  a  specific  offence  is  distinctly 
charged,  and  where  a  prim&  facie  case  in  support  of 
such  a  charge  is  offered  to  the  Court,  it  is  only  matter 
of  astonishment  that  a  man  of  respectable  station  in 
society  can  hold  up  his  head  and  come  into  a  court  of 
justice  to  complain  of  such  a  proceeding  in  any  respect, 
except  as  to  its  falsehood.     J£  it  is  false, — ^if  h6  knows 
that  he  is  an  honest  man,  he  will  naturally  be  indig- 
nant at  the  charge,  and  he  will  take  the  earliest  oppor- 
tunity to  contradict  it ;  instead  of  which  he  only  says, 
that  there  is  some  doubt  whether  a  certiorari  lies,  and 
whether  any  proceedings  can  be  adopted  in  this  Court. 
Such  a  mode  of  answer  clenches  the  charge.     I  do  not 
entertain  a  doubt  about  ii.     Shall  a  convictioa  thus 
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obtained  be  aUowed  to  stand  ?  Shall  a  firaudulent  per-  i848. 
son  thus  protect  himself  by  means  of  his  own  fraud,  be-  ^^  qubbn 
cause  another  court  may  have  jurisdiction  in  the  matter  ?  p  ^* 
Shall  this  Court  be  deprived  of  its  established  and 
peculiar  jurisdiction,  that  of  presiding  over  all  criminal 
proceedings  in  an  inferior  jurisdiction,  and  be  prevented 
from  interfering,  either  when  a  party  convicted  has 
been  w;*ongfully  prejudiced,  or  when  the  conviction 
has  been  fraudulently  obtained,  to  raise  a  benefit  to 
a  person  who  seeks  to  avail  himself  at  the  cost  of  an- 
other of  a  wrong  committed  by  himself?  Such  a 
statement  cannot  be  made  with  a  grave  &ce.  Suppose, 
instead  of  Gillyard  going  before  the  justices  and  plead- 
ing guilty  to  a  charge,  the  extent  and  nature  of  which  he 
probably  did  not  know,  there  had  been  another  person 
calling  himself  Gillyard,  who  had  been  brought  before 
the  justices,  and  had  pleaded  guilty,  and  that  fact  had 
been  brought  before  us, — can  it  be  said  that  we  shall  not 
interfere,  but  that  we  must  allow  a  conviction  so  frau- 
dulently obtdned  to  stand  ?  It  would  be  questioning 
first  principles  to  say  that  we  ought  not  to  interfere  in 
such  a'  case.  To  adopt  such  a  doctrine  would  be  to 
deprive  this  Court  of  one  of  the  most  useful  jurisdictions 
which  it  exercises  in  this  country.  Happily  it  is  not 
often  that  such  cases  arise ;  but  I  am  glad  to  think  that 
when  such  a  case  has  arisen,  it  is  our  duty  to  create  a 
precedent,  and  to  teach  a  person  who  seeks  to  put  a  law 
of  this  kind  in  motion,  that  he  shall  not  do  so  without 
answering  to  this  Court  and  clearing  himself  from  the 
charge.  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  ground  for 
discharging  this  rule,  but  that  there  is  good  ground  for 
making  it  absolute. 

CoL^RiDOE,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  is 
a  rule  for  quashing  a  conviction,  and  the  ground  is,  that 
the  proceeding  before  the  justices  has  been  a  mere 
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1848.  mockeiy,  nay,  worse,  a  dishonest  and  fraudulent  pro* 
Hie  QuBsir  oeeding,  founded  on  conspiracy  and  subornation  of  per- 
QiLLtA%9  J^"7'  ^^®^  ^^^  Court  sees  this,  I  think  it  ought  to 
interfere.  It  is  said,  that  the  affidavits  impute  a  con- 
spiracy of  a  gross  kind — so  they  do :  Haigh'is  called 
upon  to  answer,  and  instead  of  making  any  affidavit,  he 
contents  himself  with  taking  certain  technical  olijeo- 
tions.  If  he  will  not  come  hereand  say  that  the  charge 
imputed  to  him  is  not  true,  he  cannot  complain  that  this 
Court  takes  it  pro  confesso. 

Erus,  J.— I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  Court 
has  power  to  correct  improper  proceedings  in  inferior 
courts.  The  charge  here  is,  that  this  convictioa  has 
been  obtained  in  pursuance  of  a  conspiracy  to  acquit  the 
master.  I  think  that  the  whole  proceeding  is  tainted 
with  fraud,  and  that  in  making  this  rule  absolute  we 
are  acting  in  a  manner  most  likely  to  produce  great  ad* 
vantage  to  the  community. 

Bule  absolute  (a)^ 

(a)  Pattetan,  J.,  wai  absent. 
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Court  of  ^xt^tnun. 
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Clark  v.  Wooi>8,  Smith,  and  Cooper.  June  5th. 

L  KESPASS,  for  afisaultiiig  the  plaintiff  in  the  city  of  A.  being  in- 
London,  and  falsely  imprisoning  him  for  twenty-four  ig^/erf^for 
hours,  till  he  paid  18/.  5s.  6<i,  and  so  procured  his  re-  ??>«••«<»»  ^P- 

^  *^  »  r  plicatiOD  was 

lease.  made  to  B.  and 

The  defendants  severed  in  their  defence.  of  Sussex,  who 

Pleas,  by  Woods  and  Smith,  *^  Not  guilty  by  sta-  j^Jftlo'le™" 
tute;''  by  Cooper,  1st,  ^^Not  guilty  by  statute;"  and  that  sum  and 
2nd,  ^  Leave  and  licence."  making  in  all 

At  the  trial  before  Pollock,  C.  B.,  at  Gmldhall,  it  no  goods  being 
appeared  that  the  defendants  Woods  and  Smith  were  ^°°°**  *5  ?"•- 

^*  sex,  and  A. 

two  justices  of  Sussex,  and  that  the  defendant  Cooper  having  re. 

was  the  constable  of  South  Bersted  in  that  county,  don,  B.  and  D. 

The  plaintiff,  after  having  resided  some  little  time  in  JJJ^rrant  rccit- 

the  said  county,  had  &llen  into  arrears  for  poor-rates  to  '°8  the  former 

* '  *  warrant,  and 

the  fact  that  it 
was  imposaible  to  levy  the  "  said  Mm,''  and  oommandiBg  E.,  the  constable  of  Sossex,  to 
apprehend  A.  and  take  him  to  Petworth  gaol,  there  to  remain,  without  bail  or  mainprise, 
till  he  should  pay  the  said  sum.  This  warrant  was  backed  by  the  Lord  Mayor,  and  A., 
being  thereapon  taken  by  £.  in  London,  was  detained  till  he  paid  the  sum  of  18/.  5«.  6d. 
.  While  he  was  in  custody  the  derk  of  his  attorney  requested  a  copy  of  the  warrant,  and  after 
some  demur  he  obtained  it.  After  the  discharge  of  A.,  the  clerk  served  on  E.  a  formal 
written  demand  for  a  copy  of  the  warrant,  which  was  signed  by  the  attorney  of  A.,  but  i^o 
copy  was  given. 

In  an  action  of  trespass  against  B.,  D.,  and  E.  joinUy : — Held,  1st,  that  the  warrant 
was  bad  in  respect  of  the  costs,  and  was  therefore  bad  In  totOt  being  in^visible. 

2nd,  That  B.  and  D.  were  liable  on  it  after  it  was  backed ;  the  act  of  backing  being 
purdy  minis^vriaL 

3rd,  That  the  damages  could  not  be  reduced  to  the  amount  of  the  costs  merely,  but  that 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover, the  rate,  which,  though  a  just  debt,  had  been  extorted 
from  him  by  illegal  means. 

4th,  Hint  tlie  formal  written  demand  must  be  complied  with,  though  a  copy  may  have 
been  previously  given  on  a  parol  demand  by  the  clerk  of  the  plaiutiCs  attorney. 

5th,  That  a  demand  signed  by  the  plaintm,  hu  attorney,  or  agent,  and  served  or  left  by 
•ny  oUier  person.  Is  a  g(Md  demand  within  the  24  Geo.  2,  c.  44,  c.  6. 
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_1848^  the  amount  of  17i  19*.  M.  About  that  time,  (Octo- 
ber, 1846),  the  plaintiff  quitted  Sussex,  and  a  warrant 
of  distress  having  proved  abortive,  an  application  was 
made  to  the  two  first-named  defendants  for  a  warrant 
to  enforce  the  payment  of  the  rates  by  arrest  of  the 
plaintiff,  whereupon  they  issued  the  following  warruit, 
which  was  placed  in  the  hands  of  Cooper  for  execu- 
tion:— 

SusBeXy  to  wit. — To  the  constables  of  the  parish  of  South 
Berstedy  in  the  county  of  Sussex,  and  to  the  keeper  of  the  house 
of  correction,  in  the  same  county :  Whereas,  in  and  by  a  rate 
and  assessment  made,  assessed,  allowed,  and  published  according 
to  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  bearing  date  the 
5th  July  and  13  December,  1845,  and  the  28th  day  of  March,  in 
the  year  1846,  Richard  Clark,  an  inhabitant  and  occupier  of 
lands  and  hereditaments  in  the  said  parish  of  South  Beisted,  was 
duly  rated  and  assessed  for  and  towards  the  necessary  relief  of 
the  poor  of  the  said  parish,  in  the  sum  of  17^.  19s.  6d,  in  the 
whole.  And  whereas  it  duly  appeared  unto  Richard  Hasler  and 
William  Leyland  Woods,  Esquires,  two  of  her  lii^esty*s  justices 
of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  county,  as  well  upon  the  oath  of 
Cornelius  Legg  Sparks,  assistant  overseer  of  the  poor  of  the  said 
parish,  as  ourselves,  that  the  said  sum  hath  been  lawfully  de- 
manded by  him,  but  the  said  Richard  Clark  hath  refused  and 
doth  refuse  to  pay  the  same ;  and  whereas  the  sud  Richard 
Clark  having  been  duly  summoned  to  appear  before  two  of  her 
Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  said  county,  to  shew  cause 
why  the  same  should  not  be  paid,  did  not  appear  according  to 
such  summons,  and  hath  not  shewn  any  sufficient  cause  why  the 
same  should  not  be  paid ;  and  whereas,  on  the  25th  day  of  April 
last,  Richard  Uasler  and  William  Leyland  Woods,  two  of  her 
Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  county,  did 
issue  their  warrant  to  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the- 
poor  of  the  said  parbh  of  South  Bersted,  to  levy  the  said  sum  of 
17/.  19^.  6<^.,  and  also  the  further  sum  of  Qs,  for  costs  incurred  in 
the  premises,  making  in  the  whole  the  sum  of  18/.  5t,  6</.,  by 
distress  and  sale  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  Richard 
Clark,  and  to  apply  the  same  according  to  law ;  and  whereas  it 
duly  appeats  unto  us,  two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace 
for  the  said  county,  as  well  upon  the  oath  of  the  said  Cornelius 
Legg  Sparks,  as  otherwise,  that  he  has  used  his  best  endeavour 
to  levy  the  said  sum  on  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  Rich- 
ard Clark,  as  afoi-esaid,  but  that  no  sufficient  distress  can  be  had 
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whereon  to  levy  the  same :  these  are,  therefore,  to  command  1848. 

you,  the  said  constahle  of  the  parish  of  South  Bersted,  aforesaid, 
to  apprehend  the  hody  of  the  said  Richard  Clark,  and  him  safely 
to  convey  to  the  house  of  correction  at  Petworth,  in  the  same 
county,  and  there  deliver  him  to  the  said  keeper  thereof,  together 
with  this  precept ;  and  we  herehy  command  you,  the  said  keeper 
of  the  said  house  of  correction,  to  receive  into  your  custody,  in 
the  said  house  of  correction,  the  said  Richard  Clark,  there  to  re- 
main, without  hail  or  mainprise,  until  payment  of  the  said  sum. 
Given  under  our  hands  and  seals  the  Slst  day  of  Octoher,  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord,  1846. 

W.  Leyland  Woods  (l.6.), 

Francis  Smith  (l.s.) 

Ab  the  plaintiff  was  known  to  be  in  London,  Cooper 
procured  this  instrument,  to  be  backed  by  the  Lord 
Mayor  in  the  following  form : — 

London,  to  wit. — Let  this  warrant  he  executed  within  the  city 
and  liherties  thereof,  oath  having  heen  made  before  me  of  the 
signing  of  the  same  by  the  within-named  magistrates.  Dated 
this  18th  day  of  November,  1846. 

G.  Carroll,  Mayor. 


And  on  the  following  day  the  plaintiff  was  arrested 
in  the  city  of  London  by  Cooper,  and  by  him  taken  to 
a  station-house,  and  from  that  to  the  Mansion-house^ 
whence  he  was  taken  back  to  the  station-house^  as  there 
was  no  conveyance  to  Petworth  that  night.  When 
the  plaintiff  was  at  the  station-house,  he  raised  the 
money  by  the  assistance  of  Mr.  Steel,  his  attorney^  and 
the  whole  sum  being  paid  he  was  discharged.  Before 
thaty  Mr.  SteePs  derk  demanded  a  copy  of  the  warrant, 
but  it  was  refused  by  the  inspector,  in  the  presence  of 
C!ooper,  on  the  ground  that  an  order  was  required  from 
the  commissioners  of  police  to  that  effect.  Ultimately, 
however,  a  copy  was  given  to  the  clerk,  and  after  the 
discharge  of  the  plaintiff  a  written  demand  signed  by 
Mr.  Steel  was  served  on  the  defendant  Cooper  by  the 
derk,  but  no  copy  of  the  warrant  was  then  delivered  to 
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1848.  the  clerk  or  to  anyone  else.  Under  these  circnmstanceSy 
it  was  contended  for  the  pliuntiff  that  the  warrant  was 
illegal,  inasmuch  as  it  embraced  the  costs  as  well  as  the 
poor-rates ;  and  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  Woods 
and  Smith,  it  was  contended  that  the  warrant  was  good, 
or,  if  bad,  that  they  were  not  liable  for  more  than  it 
authorised,  namely,  the  arrest  of  the  plaintiff;  and  that 
as  the  plaintiff  had  joined  them  and  the  constable,  he 
could  only  recover  in  respect  of  a  joint  trespass,  whereas 
he  had  gone  into  evidence  of  the  imprisonment  at  the 
station-house  and  Mansion-house,  for  which  Cooper 
alone  was  responsible.  They  also  submitted  that  they 
were  only  liable  in  Sussex;  and  that,  as  the  warrant  had 
been  backed  and  executed  in  a  different  jurisdiction, 
they  were  not  responsible  for  anything  done  under  it  in 
that  jurisdiction.  On  the  part  of  the  defendant  Cooper, 
it  was  further  objected,  first,  that  the  demand  of  the 
copy  of  the  warrant  was  irregular  under  24  Greo.  2, 
c.  44,  6.  6,  as  it  ought  to  have  been  signed  and  served 
by  the  same  person ;  secondly,  that,  as  a  copy  had  pre- 
viously been  given  to  the  derk,  the  formal  demand  bad 
been  superseded,  and  the  constable  was  not  boimd  to 
give  another;  and  thirdly,  that,  at  all  events,  as  the 
plaintiff  owed  the  sum  of  i7L  I9s.  6d.  for  poor-rates, 
even  if  the  warrant  should  prove  to  be  bad  for  the  6s. 
costs,  the  damages  ought  to  be  confined  to  that  sum. 
His  Lordship  directed  a  verdict  for  ISL  5s,  6d.,  and 
reserved  leave  to  the  defendants  to  move  to  reduce  the 
damages  to  6s.,  or  to  enter  the  verdict  for  all  or  either 
of  the  defendants,  as  the  Court  should  think  fit  under 
the  circumstances.  Two  rules  nisi  having  been  subse- 
quently obtained  by  Crawder  for  the  justices,  and 
Bramwdl  for  the  constable,  in  Hilary  Term  last, 

Martiny  Willes,  and  (7.  Pollock  now  shewed  cause. — 
The  principal  questions  on  which  these  rules  were 
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granted  turn  on  the  construction  of  four  statutes— 43  1848. 
EUz. a  2, &4;  18  Geo.  3,  c.  19;  24  Geo.  2,  c.44 ;  and 
24  Grea  2,  c  55.  The  43  Elus.  c  2,  s.  4,  authorises  the 
justices  to  issue  a  warrant  to  leyy  the  poor-rates,  and 
on  the  failure  of  such  warrant  they  may  by  warrant 
oonunit  tibe  de&ulter  to  prison,  there  to  remain,  without 
bail  or  mainprise,  until  payment  is  made.  The  impri- 
sonment may  therefore  be  indefinite ;  but  this  statute 
gave  no  power  to  le^y  for  the  costs,  or  to  imprison  for 
non-payment  of  them.  And  the  stat.  18  Geo.  3,  o.  19, 
B.  1,  provides  that  such  costs  may  be  enforced  by  dis- 
tress, and,  in  defiiult  of  goods,  by  commitment  to  prison, 
with  hard  labour,  for  not  less  than  ten  days  nor  more 
than  one  month.  By  this  warrant  the  plaintiff  was 
committed  to  prison  indefinitely  until  he  paid  both  the 
rate  and  costs ;  the  words  ''said  sum"  referring  to  the 
mam  of  ISL  is.  6dl,  which  is  stated  to  be  made  up  of 
172. 19«.  6(L  for  rates,  and  6s.  for  costs.  This  being  so, 
the  warrant  is  clearly  bad,  and  the  justices  are  liable 
for  it,  though  it  was  executed  out  of  Sussex,  by  virtue 
of  the  5  Geo.  4,  a  18,  s.  6,  which  authorises  the  execu- 
tion of  warrants  all  over  England,  if  they  be  backed  by 
any  justice  of  the  district  in  whidi  it  is  proposed  to 
execute  them.  The  Lord  Mayor  here  performed  a  mini»* 
ierial  duty  only,  and  had  no  discretion:  on  proof  of 
the  signatures  of  the  original  justices,  he  was  boimd  to 
Authorise  the  execution  in  London :  Bex  v.  Kynas- 
tan  (a).  The  effect  of  backing  is  to  extend  the  opera- 
tion of  the  warrant,  and  it  does  not  render  the  justice 
backing  it  liable  for  the  original  warrant,  for  the  2nd 
section  of  24  Geo.  2,  c.  55,  expressly  exempts  him  from 
all  liabHity.  Then,  as  to  the  demand  of  the  warrant,  it 
ifl  sufficient  if  the  demand  be  signed  by  the  proper  per- 
son— anyone  may  serve  it.     The  24  Gea  2,  c  44,  s.  6, 

(a)  1  East,  117. 
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1848.  ^  says  it  may  be  *^  made  or  left/*  and  this  demand  was 
both  made  and  left,  and  was  sufficient  under  the  au- 
thority of  Atkins  v.  Kilbt/  (a).  As  to  the  damages,  there 
is  no  ground  to  reduce  them  to  the  amount  of  the  costs.. 
If  the  warrant  was  illegal,  the  arrest  of  the  plaintiff  was 
also  illegal,  and  he  can  recover  whatever  he  paid  in 
order  to  effect  his  release.  The  rules  must  therefore 
both  be  dischai^ed. 

Crawder    and    Johnson,    contrd. — The    defendants, 
Woods  and  Smith,  as  justices  originally  issuing  this 
warrant,  are  entitled  to  a  verdict:  first;,  because  the 
warrant  is  good  on  the  face  of  it,  and,  ^ven  if  it  be  bad, 
they  are  not  liable  out  of  Sussex ;  and,  secondly,  they 
are  only  jointly  answerable  with  Cooper  for  the  arrest, 
so  that  as  the  plaintiff  has  gone  on  to  prove  separate 
and  subsequent  acts  of  Cooper,  and  has  taken  a  general 
verdict  against  all  the  defendants,  the  justices  ought  to 
be  acquitted.     It  is  admitted  that  the  distress  on  the 
plaintiff's  goods  yielded  nothing,  and  that  the  defend- 
ants. Woods  and  Smith,  only  acted  ministerially ;  the 
Court  will  not  therefore  be  inclined  to  hold  them  liable. 
As  to  the  first  point,  the  warrant  is  good.     It  is  not  to 
arrest  for  costs,  but  for  the  "  said  sum ;"  which  may  refer 
to  the  sum  of  17/.  19^.  Gd,  the  amount  due  for  poor-rates. 
That  construction  would  uphold  the  warrant.     [Alders 
son,  B. — The  only  proper  and  safe  course  for  the  jus- 
tices is  to  make  two  warrants ;  one  for  the  rate,  and 
the  other  for  the  costs;  or  it  may  be  that  one  form  might 
be  devised  which  would  apply  to  both ;  but  the  safest 
course  is  to  issue  two  warrants.]     That  would  be  the 
safest  course;  but  it  does  not  follow  that  this  warrant  is 
bad  because  that  has  not  been  done.     It  is  dear  that 
the  justices  had  jurisdiction  to  issue  a  warrant  to  arrest 

(a)  11  A.&E.777. 
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the  plaintiff  for  the  non-payment  of  the  rates,  and  1848. 
another  for  non-payment  of  the  costs.  The  dif&culty 
is,  to  include  those  two  in  one,  as  hard  labour  may  be 
inflicted  in  the  case  of  the  costs,  and  not  in  that  of  the 
rates ;  but  the  argtunent  on  the  other  side  is,  that  the 
justices  here  necessarily  exceeded  the  jurisdiction  which 
they  had,  by  adding  6s.  for  costs,  and  including  them 
in  the  words  **  said  sum."  Then,  what  is  the  effect  of 
causing  the  warrant  to  be  backed  by  the  Lord  Mayor? 
Admitting  that  the  warrant  is  bad  on  the  face  of  it,  and 
that  the  justices  are  liable  on  it  in  Sussex,  the  Lord 
Mayor  had  no  right  to  back  a  warrant  which  was  bad 
on  the  face  of  it,  and  he  himself  is  liable  on  the  execu- 
tion in  London,  if  any  one  is.  The  only  statute  on 
which  he  could  proceed  is  24  Geo.  2,  c  55y  and  that 
gives  him  no  authority  to  back  any  but  a  legal  warrant. 
Thirdly,  the  justices  are  not  liable  for  all  the  acts  of 
Cooper.  They  authorised  nothing  beyond  the  mere 
arrest.  The  pliuntiff  has,  however,  joined  them  with 
the  constable,  and  has  given  in  evidence  against  the 
justices  other  acts  and  trespasses,  which  is  clearly 
wrong.  Lastly,  Skringley  v.  Surridge  (a)  shews  that  a 
warrant  may  be  good  for  the  rate,  though  bad  for  the 
costs;  and,  therefore,  as  it  is  dear  that  the  plaintiff 
owed  the  sum  of  17/.  19«.  6(2.  for  poor-rates,  the  verdict 
ought  to  be  reduced  to  the  sum  of  6«.,  the  amount  of 
the  costs. 

BramtDetty  for  the  constable. — To  a  certain  point  the 
constable  and  the  justices  make  common  cause.  The 
constable  contends,  with  them,  that  the  warrant  is  good, 
and  that  the  words  ^'  said  sum  "  do  not  necessarily  mean 
the  aggregate  of  the  sums ;  but  he  insists  that  the  jus-  - 
tices  are  liable  on  their  backed  warrant  wherever  it  may 

(a)  11  M.  &  W.  603. 
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^W8^      be  enforced.     Independently,  howerer,  of  these  ques- 
tions, the  constable  is  entitled  to  a  verdict :  first,  be- 
cause there  has  not  been  any  proper  deman:d  under  24 
G-eo.  2,  a  44,  s.  6.     The  demand  may  be  made  by  the 
pIainti£P,  his  attorney,  or  agent,  and  it  must  be  signed 
by  the  person  making  the  demand.     Here  it  was  signed 
by  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  but  it  was  senred  on  the  de- 
fendant by  the  derk  of  that  attorney ;  it  is  therefore 
either  not  sufficiently  signed,  or  not  sufficiently  served. 
It  ought  to  be  made  by  one  competent  to  take  a  com- 
pliance with  it  from  the  constable.     It  was  said  that  the 
act  had  been  complied  with,  as  the  demand  might  be 
made  or  left,  and  that  this  demand  was  both  made  and 
left ;  but  the  rule  of  construction  is,  that  every  word  of 
the  act  should  be  read  so  as  to  receive  effect.     A  con- 
stable has  six  days  to  comply  with  the  demand,  but  he 
may  comply  at  once.     If  the  demand  were  left  at  his 
house  by  a  person  to  whom  he  could  give  a  compliance, 
the  statute  would  receive  a  full  and  proper  construo- 
tion ;  but  the  constable  cannot  so  act  if  the  demand  be 
left  at  his  house  by  a  person  who  knows  nothing  of  the 
ease.     The  demand  is  therefore  bad.     But  the  consta- 
ble, having  been  sued  jointly  with  the  justices,  is  enti- 
tled to  an  acquittal,  whether  he  has  complied  with  the 
demand  of  the  warrant  or  not     The  object  of  the  24 
6ea  2,  c  44,  s.  6,  is  to  find  the  right  persons  authorising 
the  trespass  complained  of;  and  as  a  copy  of  the  war- 
rant was  given  to  the  clerk  in  the  first  instance,  the  lat- 
ter part  of  the  6th  section  protects  the  constable.   Then 
as  to  the  reduction  of  the  damages :  the  constable  and 
the  justices  committed  no  joint  trespass  beyond  the  fiirst 
taking ;  after  that  the  constable  alone  is  guilty,  if  any 
one,  and  the  damages  ought  to  be  limited  to  a  nominal 
amount,  as  the  warrant  and  taking  are  good  for  the  rate 
though  they  may  be  bad  for  the  costs,  to  which  alone 
the  verdict  ought  to  be  confined. 
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PoLiiOCK,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  these  rules  1848. 
should  be  discharged*  At  the  trial  a  verdict  passed  for 
182.  58.  ScLy  the  whole  amount  claimed  by  the  plaintiff, 
for  he  went  for  nothing  in  the  shape  of  damages  beyond 
the  sum  paid  by  him  on  his  arrest  in  satisfaction  of  the 
warrants.  At  the  trial  it  was  agreed  that  the  defend*- 
ants  should  have  a  rule  to  reduce  the  damages  to  6^., 
the  amount  of  the  costs  for  which  the  warrant  was 
issued,  or  that  a  yerdict  should  be  entered  for  such  of 
the  defendants  as  the  Court  might  think  entitled  to  an 
acquittal.  The  facts  were  as  follows :  the  plaintiff  owed 
the  sum  of  17  L  19«.  6<f.  for  poor-rates  at  South  Bersted, 
in  Sussex,  and  the  two  defendants,  who  are  justices  of 
the  peace  for  that  county,  issued  their  warrant  to  the 
third  defendant.  Cooper,  to  apprehend  the  plaintiff  and 
lodge  him  in  Petworth  gaol  in  default  of  payment  of 
17/.  Ids.  6iL,  and  6«.  the  cost^s  of  the  application.  This 
warrant  was  backed  in  the  city  of  London  by  the  Lord 
Mayor,  at  the  instance  of  the  constable,  who  arrested  the 
plaintiff  in  London,  when  the  whole  sum  o£  l^L  5s,  6<L 
was  paid,  and  the  plaintiff  discharged*  Assuming,  in 
the  first  place,  that  this  warrant  was  illegal  in  the  county 
of  Sussex,  on  the  ground  that  the  justices  had  no  power 
to  enforce  the  costs  in  the  way  therein  set  forth,  die 
important  question  arises,  what  is  the  effect  of  getting 
such  a  warrant  backed,  and  whether  the  justices  issuing 
it  are  liable  in  the  district  for  which  it  has  been  so  backed, 
as  well  as  in  Sussex,  where  it  was  originally  issued* 
Now  it  appears  to  me  that  the  act  of  backing  a  warrant 
for  execution  in  a  county  different  from  that  in  which  it 
originated,  is  a  purely  ministerial  act,  and  that  this  war- 
rant was  still  the  warrant  of  Woods  and  Smith  in  Lon- 
don, and  not  of  the  Lord  Mayor.  By  force  of  the  back- 
ing, a  justice  of  the  peace  for  any  county  in  England 
may  become  a  justice  for  every  county  of  England,  and 
it  was  a  mistaken  argument  to  contend  that  the  magi»- 


222  NEW  SESSIONS  CASES, 

1848.        irate  who  is  called  on  to  back  the  warrant  of  another  is 
bound  to  inquire  into  or  refer  to  the  legality  of  the  war- 
rant presented  to  him.     He  can  exercise  no  discretion 
upon  the  subject ;  and  it  follows,  therefore,  that  the  act 
of  the  Lord  Mayor  leaves  the  defendants  who  issued  the 
warrant  as  responsible  for  its  legality  as  if  it  had  been 
executed  in  Sussex.   I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  they 
are  liable  together  with  the  constable.    It  was  further  ob- 
jected  by  the  counsel  for  the  constable,  that  he  was  en- 
titled to  a  verdict  on  the  ground  that  there  had  not  been 
made  any  demand  of  a  copy  of  the  warrant  in  the  man- 
ner required  by  the  statute.     This  objection  rested  on 
the  fact  that  the  written  demand  was  signed  by  Steele, 
the  defendant's  attorney,  and  was  served  on  the  consta- 
ble by  a  different  person ;  but  the  fallacy  of  it  was  ex- 
posed in  the  argument,  for  under  the  circumstances  the 
demand  was  in  &ct  made  by  Steele,  as  it  was  signed  by 
him,  though  it  was  left  by  the  derk.    The  person  leaving 
a  demand  is  not  the  person  making  it,  but  he  who  signs 
it  is;  and  the  act  says,  that  it  may  be  ^'made  or  left,'* 
which  clearly  contemplates  the  case  of  one  man  signing 
it  and  another  leaving  it.     It  was  also  objected  for  the 
constable  that,  as  a  copy  of  the  warrant  had  in  fact  been 
previously  given  to  the  derk  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney, 
there  was  no  necessity  for  a  subsequent  formal  demand 
in  writing,  and  therefore  no  obligation  to  comply  there- 
with.    It  is  true  that  a  copy  was  so  given,  but  it  was 
given  to  the  clerk  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  and  not  to 
the  plaintiff,  who  is  therefore  not  bound  by  such  a  copy, 
and  his  attorney  subsequently  served  the  demand,  dis- 
tinctly requiring  the  copy  under  the  act.     No  copy  hav- 
ing been  given  in  pursuance  of  this  demand,  the  consta- 
ble is  in  the  situation  of  one  who  has  not  complied  with  the 
requisites  of  the  act,  and  he  is  liable  to  an  action.    But  it 
was,  thirdly,  argued  that  the  constable  was  entitled  to  a 
verdict,  as  the  plaintiff  had  joined  the  justices  in  the 
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action^  and  that,  they  being  fixed,  the  constable  was      ^^^ 
protected.    That,  however,  is  not  so ;  for,  after  demand 
and  compliance,  two  courses  were  open  to  the  party 
complaining :  he  may  sue  the  justices  alone,  or  join  the 
constable  with  them ;  and  if  he  can  do  so  after  com- 
pliance, it  follows  that  he  can  do  so  where  the  constable 
has  made  a  default  in  that  respect,  and  held  him  at  arm's 
length.     The  counsel  for  the  justices  also  insisted  that 
he  was  entitled  to  reduce  the  verdict  to  6s,,  the  amount 
of  the  costs  alone,  in  respect  of  which  the  warrant  was 
defective,  the  plaintiff  being  liable  at  all  events  to  be 
apprehended  for  the  amount  of  the  poor-rate.    We  wish 
we  could  give  effect  to  this  objection ;  for  the  plaintiff, 
by  recovering  the  amount  of  the  poor-rate  as  well  as 
the  costs,  is  virtually  making  the  defendants  pay  the 
rates  for  which  it  is  admitted  that  he  himself  was  liable. 
It  is  true  that  he  might  owe  the  sum  of  17/.  19^.  6d.  as 
a  just  debt,  but  no  man  can  be  compelled  to  pay  even 
a  just  debt  by  illegal  means.     I  think  this  warrant  is 
clearly  bad  altogether,  and  that  we  cannot  adopt  Mr. 
Crowder*8  suggestion,  and  hold  that,  though  it  may  be 
bad  for  6*.,  it  is  yet  good  for  17 L  ids.  6d.     We  cannot 
hold  that  a  warrant  may  be  good  in  part  and  bad  in 
part ;  it  must  be  either  good  or  bad  altogether.     That 
being  so,  and  there  being  no  power  whatever  to  arrest 
for  the  costs  by  such  a  warrant,  the  arrest  of  the  plain- 
tiff was  altogether  unlawful,  and  we  have  no  power  to 
reduce  the  damages.   The  twio  rules  must  be  discharged 
generally. 

SoLFE,^B. — I  also  am  of  opinion  that  both  these  rules 
must  be  discharged.  It  is  dear  that  all  these  parties 
are  liable,  except  they  have  proved  their  justification ; 
and  I  think  that  no  justification  has  been  shewn  for  the 
arrest  of  the  plaintiff.     It  is  quite  clear  to  my  mind 

VOL.  ni.  s  N.  s.  c. 
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1848.         that  this  warrant,  which  authorises  the  arrest  and  de- 
tention of  the  plaintiff  till  he  should  pay  18/.  5^.  6d.,  is 
bad ;  there  was  a  clear  right  to  issue  such  a  warrant  for 
17/.  198.  6d.,  but  the  introduction  of  6^.  for  costs  loakes 
it  altogether  and  entirely  bad.     There  is  but  one  cap- 
tion ;  and  if  it  does  not  justify  the  defendants  in  toto,  it 
does  not  afford  them  any  protection  at  alL     But  it  was 
argued  that  the  warrant  was  issued  for  Sussex,  and  that 
the  justices  are  not  liable  for.  the  arrest  of  the  plaintiff 
in  London ;  I  think  that  if  the  warrant  be  bad  in  Sus* 
sex,  there  can  be  no  justification  anywhere  else.     The 
justices  issuing  a  warrant  know  that  it  may  be  backed 
in  any  other  county,  and  enforced  elsewhere.   By  back* 
ing  this  warrant,  the  Lord  Mayor  acted  ministerially, 
and  he  is  not  liable  himself  under  an  express  clause  in 
the  statute,  as  was  pointed  out  by  Mr.  Martin.     Then, 
as  to  the  reduction  of  the  damages,  I  also  regret  that 
we  cannot  accede  to  that  part  of  these  rules,  and  will 
only  observe,  that  the  warrant,  if  bad,  is  wholly  sa 
The  justices  have  no  power  to  commit  for  non-payment 
of  costs  without  hard  labour,  and  that  is  for  a  month 
only.     This  is  a  warrant  for  an  indefinite  period  for 
rates  and  costs  both,  and  it  is  not  with  hard  labour. 
As  to  the  constable,  it  is  clear  that  the  demand  was 
sufficient,  and  regularly  made ;  and  it  is  equally  dear 
to  me  that  there  was  no  compliance  with  the  demand. 
I  do  not  think  that  there  was  anything  in  the  last 
ground  of  objection  taken  by  Mr.  BramioeU,  and  that 
the  rules  must  be  discharged. 

Platt,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  effect  of 
backing  this  warrant  was  to  make  the  city  of  London 
part  of  the  county  of  Sussex,  It  gives  additional  juris- 
diction to  the  warrant,  and  extended  responsibility  to 
the  justices  issuing  it  in  the  first  instance.     The  justices 
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are  therefore  liable  on  that  ground.  As  to  the  point  in  ^18^- 
reduction  of  damages,  the  difficulty  is,  what  part  of  the 
yerdict  are  we  to  apply  to  the  arrest  for  the  rate,  and 
what  for  the  costs  ;  the  warrant  being  clearly  bad  for  in- 
duding  both.  On  this  subject  my  Lord  and  my  Brother 
Rolfe  have  expressed  their  regret  at  being  unable  to 
assist  the  defendants,  but  I  own  that  I  entertain  none 
at  alL  I  think  we  are  called  upon  to  take  a  step  in  the 
dark  when  we  are  asked  to  reduce  the  damages  by  the 
amount  of  the  rate,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  was 
at  all  events  liable  to  pay  them.  I  may  ask,  how  are  we 
to  know  that  the  rates  were  due  and  valid  ?  The  pre- 
vious proceedings  may  be  as  bad  as  the  warrant,  and 
though,  prim&  facie,  the  rates,  it  may  be  sfdd,  were  due> 
on  these  facts  it  may  still  be  that  they  were  not  so.  I 
do  not  hesitate,  therefore,  in  refusing  to  reduce  the 
damages.  On  the  other  points  I  entirely  concur  with 
the  rest  of  the  Court,  and  think  that  the  rules  ought  to 

be  discharged  (a). 

Rules  discharged. 

(a)  Alderacny  B.,  had  left  the  Court. 
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1848. 
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Fd>.  9th.  Chaddock  t7.  WiLBRAHAM  and  Another. 

Bygtat.9Geo.  xKESPASS  for  assault  and  felflelmprlBonment.   Plea, 

it  is  enact^, '  Not  guilty  (by  statute).     Issue  thereon, 

ossaolt  f^^t  ^  ^^^  *^*1  before  Coltmatiy  J.,  at  th^  Cheshire  Spring 

*htif  b^irfoi  -^^^^>  1847,  the  defendants,  who  were  magistrates  of 

for  two  justices  that  couuty,  put  in  evidence,  and  relied  on  a  warrant  of 

**  to  he&r  and  ,                                    ,                                                   •     •/*» 

determine  soch  commitment,  under  which  they  had  sent  the  plaintiff  to 

tiieoffen^r  prison  for  two  months,  in  default  of  payment  of  £5, 

upon  oonvic-  which  they  had  ordered  him  to  pay  in  one  month,  on 

uon  boereoi 

before  them,  being  couvicted  of  an  assault  on  one  Mary  Goodwin, 

pay  sQch  fine  namely,  £3  for  the  assault,  and  £2  costs  to  the  oom- 

toSS^T^  plainant     The  conviction  was  under  the  9  Gea  4,  c 

meet,  not  ex-  31^  g.  27 ;  and  the  warrant  of  commitment  which  recited 

ceeding,  toge- 

tlier  with  the  it  was  as  lOllows  :-^ 

costs,  (if  or- 

dcr«l),  the  sam  «  County  of  Chester,     ^  rjy    ,.          _,  ^,       « 

of  £b,  which  /    ..             '     J^  To  the  constableB,  &c. 

JlneshaUbe  ^  ^^*-                  > 

paid  to  some  "  Whereas  Thomas  Chaddock,  of  Congleton,  in  the  said  county 

wersonhe^'  ^^  ^^^^^^>  labourer  was,  on  the  &c.,  at  &c.,  duly  convicted  be- 

poV,  or  to  ^^^®  "»>  ^^®  undersigned  R.  W.  and  the  Rev.  J.  B.,  two  &C.,  for 

some  other  that  he  the  said  T.  C.  did,  on  &c.,  at  &c.,  unlawfully  assault  and 

^'^rUh^owL  ^^^  ^°®  ^^^  Goodwin,  of  &c.,  widow,  without  any  just  caoae, 

ehip,  or  place  ^^  ^  breach  of  her  Majesty's  peace ;  and  whereas  we  the  said 
in  which  the 

Hence  shall  have  been  committed,  to  be  by  such  overseer  or  officer  paid  over  to  the  use 
of  the  general  county  rate  of  the  coonty,  riding,  or  division  in  which  such  parish  &c.  shaU 
be  sitaate." 

Sect.  36  enacts  that  no  conviction  under  this  act  shall  be  quashed  for  want  of  form. 

A  conviction  under  sect.  27  ordered  the  penalty  to  be  paid  to  the  treasurer  a[  the 
county  in  which  the  offence  was  committed : — Held,  that  the  conviction  was  bad  in  this 

respect,  and  no  defence  to  an  action  of  trespass  against  the  convicting  justices. 
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justices  did  then  and  there  adjudge  the  said  T.  C.  for  his  said 
offence  to  forfeit  and  pay  the  sum  of  £3,  and  also  the  further  sum 
of  £2  for  costs,  amounting  together  to  the  whole  sum  of  £6  ;  and 
whereas  we  the  said  justices  did  then  and  there  order  that  the 
said  sums  should  he  paid  hy  the  said  T.  C.  on  or  hefore  the  25th 
of  Noyember  then  next  ensuing  and  now  instant,  and  in  default 
of  payment  of  the  said  sums  by  him  on  or  before  the  said  25th 
of  November,  we  did  order  and  adjudge  that  the  said  T.  C.  should 
be  imprisoned  in  the  house  of  correction  at  &c.,  in  &c.,  for  the 
space  of  two  calendar  months  from  then  next  ensuing,  unless  the 
said  sums  should  be  sooner  paid ;  and  whereas  we,  the  said  jus- 
tices, did  then  and  there  farther  order,  that  the  said  sum  of  £3 
should  be  paid  to  the  treasurer  of  the  said  county  of  Chester,  in 
which  the  sud  offence  was  committed,  to  be  by  him  applied 
according  to  the  directions  of  the  stjatute  in  such  case  made  and 
proyided,  and  that  the  aforesaid  sum  of  £2  for  costs  should  be 
paid  to  the  said  Mary  Goodwin ;  and  whereas  the  said  T.  C.  hath 
not  paid  the  said  sums  of  £3  and  jC2,  or  either  of  them,  pursuant 
to  the  aboYC-mentioned  adjudication,  but  herein  hath  made  de- 
&ult,  these  are  therefore  to  command  you,  the  said  constables,  to 
apprehend  the  said  T.  C,  and  him  to  convey  to  the  said  house  of 
correction  at  &c.,  and  him  to  deliver  to  the  keeper  thereof,  to- 
gether with  this  warrant.  And  we  do  hereby  command  you  the 
said  keeper  &c.  to  receive  &c.,  and  him  safely  keep  for  the  space  of 
two  calendar  months,  unless  the  said  sums  shall  be  sooner  paid; 
and  for  your  so  doing  &c.  Given  under  our  hands  and  seals,  at 
&c.,  the  26th  of  November,  1845. 

(Signed)        '*  Ra.ni>lb  Wilbra.hah,  Jun.  (l.  s.) 

Jambs  Bbierley  (imS.) 


« 


» 


For  the  plaintiff  it  was  contended,  that  the  warrant 
was  invalid,  and  no  defence  to  the  action,  inasmuch  as 
the  penalty  imposed  by  it  was  directed  to  be  paid  to  the 
county  treasurer,  instead  of  to  one  of  the  parish  officers 
where  the  offence  was  committed,  as  prescribed  by  the 
act;  and  the  learned  Judge  being  of  that  opinion, 
directed  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  with 
JB5  damages,  giving  the  defendants  leave  to  move  to 
have  the  verdict  entered  for  them.  In  Easter  Term 
following  WeUhy  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly,  and 


1848. 


Chaddock 

WiLBBAHAM. 


Ctmch  now  shewed  cause. — The  conviction  could  not 


0. 
WlLBKAHAM. 
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1848.  protect  the  justices.  The  27th  section  of  9  Gea  4,  c. 
Chaddock  31*  directs,  that  the  fine  imposed  by  the  justices  under 
that  act  shall  be  paid  "  to  some  one  of  the  overseers  of 
the  poor,  or  to  some  other  officer  of  the  parish,  town* 
ship,  or  place  in  which  the  offence  shall  have  been  com- 
mitted, to  be  by  such  overseer  or  officer  paid  over  to 
the  use  of  the  general  rate  of  the  county,  riding,  or  divi- 
sion in  which  such  parish,  township,  or  place  shall  be 
situate ;"  and,  in  default  of  payment,  the  offender  may 
be  committed  to  prison.  The  conviction,  however,  as 
set  out  in  the  warrant  of  commitment,  orders  the  fine 
to  be  paid  to  the  county  treasurer,  and  is  therefore  bad. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  legislature  intended 
that  justices  should  specify,  in  convictions  under  the 
act,  some  person  in  the  neighbourhood  of  the  place 
where  the  offence  is  committed  to  whom  the  fine  im- 
posed might  be  paid ;  for,  in  the  form  of  conviction  in 
section  35,  blanks  are  left  for  that  purpose,  to  be  filled 
up  by  the  justices ;  and  it  is  important  that  the  person 
convicted  should  know  and  have  access  to  the  indivi- 
dual whom  he  has  to  pay.  It  may  be  said,  that,  as  the 
fine  must  ultimately  come  into  the  hands  of  the  county 
treasurer,  the  justices  may  name  him  in  the  conviction 
as  the  person  to  receive  it;  but  the  answer  to  that  is, 
that  the  intention  of  the  act,  as  ab^ve  mentioned,  would 
be  equally  defeated,  because  the  county  treasurer  may 
be  resident  at  a  distance  firom,  and  at  a  place  unknown 
to  the  person  convicted ;  and  it  would  be  a  hardship  on 
him  to  be  compelled  to  find  out  the  treasurer,  perhi^s 
with  much  trouble,  in  order  to  pay  him  the  fine. 

'  Webby y  Toumsendy  and  EgerUm^  contri. — The  mifidi* 
rection  as  to  the  fine  is  immaterial.  The  intention  of 
the  act  seems  to  be  rather  that  fines  should  be  carried  to 
the  general  account  of  the  county-rate,  and  that  for  that 


V, 
WiLB&AHAM. 
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purpose  they  should  be  paid  to  a  person  who  will  ensure  1848. 
their  getting  there.  If  that  be  so,  then  the  justices  chaddock 
have  only  avoided  circuity  by  ordering  that  this  fine 
should  be  paid  at  once  to  the  county  treasurer,  and  the 
conviction  will  not  be  vitiated  by  it  This  view  seems 
also  to  be  supported  by  the  35th  section,  which  pre- 
scribes the  conviction  to  be  in  the  form  there  set  out, 
"or  in  any  other  form  of  words  to  the  same  effect,^ 
[Mdukg  J. — The  act  does  not  say  that  the  person  con- 
victed shall  be  obliged  to  go  and  find  out  the  county 
treasurer :  he  may  live  a  Icmg  way  offi]  The  convic- 
tion might  have  ordered  the  fine  ^'  to  be  distributed  as 
the  law  directs :"  In  re  Booihroyd{a).  It  would  then 
have  been  competent  to  the  person  convicted  to  pay  it 
to  the  overseer,  and  he  might  have  done  so  in  this  case, 
treating  the  treasurer  as  the  person  by  whom  the  fine 
would  ultimately  be  received.  [Mauley  J. — That  would 
have  perhaps  sufficed,  if  the  conviction  had  not  named 
the  treasurer.  It  might  have  been  silent,  but  must  it 
not  be  bound  by  what  it  says  ?]  Not  if  that  was  un- 
necessary :  i?.  V.  JefferUs  (J).  If  the  treasurer  must* 
receive  the  fine  at  some  time  or  other,  there  is  nothing 
incorrect  in  naming  him  in  the  conviction  as  the  person 
to  do  so,  and  it  may  be  treated  as  surplusage :  Massey 
V.  Johnson  (c).  Griffith  y.  Harries  (d),  which  the  learned 
Judge  at  the  trial  thought  was  an  authority  on  the  point, 
was  a  different  case — there  the  person  to  whom  the 
whole  of  the  fine  was  to  be  paid  had  no  right  at  any 
time  to  more  than  a  moiety  of  it,  and  there  was  there- 
fore a  material  variation  from  the  directions  of  the  act. 
Moreover,  the  argument  on  the  other  side  as  to  the  in- 
tention of  the  legislature  fails,  because  if  the  offender  be 


(a)  2  New  Seas.  Cas.  261.  (c)  12  East,  67. 

(h)  4  T.  R.  767.  (d)  2  M.  &  W.  335. 
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1848.        in  prison,  he  would  have  no  greater  facility  in  getting 
*     '  access  to  the  overseer,  who  is  not  bound  to  visit  him, 

OHADDOCK 

^'  than  to  the  county  treasurer ;  and  inasmuch  as  by  the 

5  Geo.  4,  c  18,  s.  3,  it  would  appear  that  payment  of  a 
penalty  to  the  person  who  has  an  offender  in  custody 
would  be  sufficient;  that  shews  that  the  name  in  the 
conviction  of  the  person  to  whom  payment  is  to  be 
made,  is  immaterial :  Smith  v.  Sibsan  (a).  The  defect,  if 
it  be  one,  is  only  in  form,  and  the  conviction  is  aided 
by  the  36th  section,  which  provides  "  that  no  conviction 
shall  be  quashed  for  want  of  form." 

CoLTMAN,  J. — I  would  havc  supported  the  warrant 
of  commitment  if  it  had  been  possible  to  do  so ;  but  I 
think  the  justices  were  not  protected  by  it,  on  account 
of  the  defective  way  in  which  they  have  directed  the 
penalty  to  be  paid.     No  doubt  this  was  a  mere  error  on 
their  part,  and  no  blame  can  attach  to  them  for  improper 
conduct.     Mr.  Couch  has  forcibly  described  the  probable 
intention  of  the  act,  and  I  quite  agree  that  it  is  neces- 
sary not  only  that  some  person  should  be  specified  to 
whom  the  penalty  is  to  be  paid,  but  that  that  person 
should  be  one  of  those  mentioned  in  the  27th  section,  in 
order  that  the  person  convicted  may  have  as  litde  diffi- 
culty as  possible  in  procuring  his  discharge.      Here;, 
however,  the  plaintiff  was  imprisoned  for  not  paying 
one  who  had  no  power  to  receive  the  money,  and  whom^ 
by  the  act,  he  was  not  bound  to  pay.     The  imprison- 
ment was  therefore  illegal,  and  we  cannot  disturb  the 
verdict. 

Maule,  J. — Looking  carefully  at  the  35th  section, 
which  gives  the  form  of  conviction,  and  the  blanks  which 

(a)  1  Wils.  163. 
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occur  in  it,  it  will  be  observed  that  there  are  blanks         1848. 

both  before  and  after  the  word  "  to  of y^     ChIddock 

where  the  person  to  be  paid  is  described.     This  would  «'• 

have  been  unnecessary  had  the  county  treasurer  been 
the  person  to  whom  the  legislature  intended  the  money 
to  be  paid. 

Cresswell  and  Williams,  J  J.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 


i 
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TBINITY  VACATION. 


Jtmt  10(A.  The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  H&bbow  on  thb 
Hill. 

Aptoperbid  KJ'S  appeal  ag»Det  an  order  of  two  justices  of  the 

TMnDsit  county  of  Middlesex  (dated  9th  of  December,  1846), 

pu^Ko*  the  *'*''  ^^  removal  of  Henry  Prilchard,  his  wife  and  lamily, 

9*1 10  Vict.  from  the  parish  of  Harrow  on  the  Hill  to  the  parish  of 

c.  66,  (26th  .         "^        ,                 .                                        . 

Aagau,  1846),  Huislip,  both  ID  the  sud  county ;  the  sessions  quashed 

trafhehtd been  ^he  Order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  the 
J^PJi'      following  CMe:- 

dariDft  tbe  The   pauper,  Henry  Pritchard,  resided  in  Harrow 

uu-.—Heid.  for  ten  years  next  before  the  26th  of  August,  1846, 
nMerthekVs  "'^  coutinucd  to  reside  there  on  that  day,  and  from 
irrenjoynbie.  that  day  until  tlie  9th  of  December,  1846,  when  the 
order  appealed  agiunst  was  made.  During  the  greater 
part  of  the  year  184-1,  while  so  reaidiDg  in  Harrow,  the 
9Eud  pauper  was  in  receipt  of  relief  from  Kuialip,  which 
was  and  still  is  bis  place  of  settlement.  It  was  ad- 
mitted that  he  and  his  femily  had  become  chargeable 
to,  and  bad  received  relief  from  Harrow,  and  that  the 
order  was  in  all  other  respeclfl' regular  and  valid,  except 
BO  far  as  tbe  appellants  contended  it  ought  to  be  quashed, 
inasmuch  as  the  pauper  was,  under  the  provisions  of  tbe 
9  &  10  Vict,  c.  66,  8. 1,  irremoveable. 

The  respondents  submitted  that  the  pauper,  having 
been  in  receipt  of  relief  during  a  part  of  the  five  years 
next  before  the  application  for  the  order,  and  before  the 
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26th  of  August,  1846^  the  statute  did  not  apply>  and 
that  the  pauper  was  removable.  The  sessions  held  that 
the  pauper  was  not  removable,  and  quashed  the  order, 
subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court.  If  this  Court'  shall 
be  of  opinion  that  the  pauper  was  removable  from  Har- 
row for  the  reasons  contended  for  by  the  respondents, 
the  order  of  sessions  is  to  be  quashed.  If  this  Court 
shall  think  that  the  pauper  was,  under  the  provisions  of 
the  statute,  irremovable  from  Harrow,  the  same  is  to 
be  confirmed,  and  the  order  of  removal  to  stand  quashed. 


1848. 

The  QuBBN 
Inhabitants  of 

HA&&OW  ON 

THE  Hill. 


Pashlet/y  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. — The 
case  distinctly  finds  that  the  pauper  had  resided  in 
Harrow  for  more  than  five  years  inmiediately  preceding 
the  making  of  the  order  of  removal,  excluding  from  the 
computation  the  time  during  which  he  received  relief  in 
1844;  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  residence  for 
five  years  mentioned  in  the  9  &  10  Vict  c.  66,  s.  1  (a), 
must  mean  an  unbroken  residence;  and  also,  whether 
the  first  proviso  in  the  same  section  is  retrospective  or 
not;  that  is,  whether  it  refers  to  a  residence  previous  to 
the  26th  August,  1846,  the  date  of  the  passing  of  the 


(a)  The  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  m, 
8.  1,  enacts,  *Hhat,  from  and 
after  the  passing  of  this  act,  no 
person  shall  be  reihored,  nor 
shall  any  warrant  be  granted 
for  the  removal  of  such  person 
from  any  parish  in  which  such 
person  shall  have  resided  for 
five  years  next  before  the  ap- 
plication for  the  warrant :  Pro- 
vided always,  that  the  time 
during  which  such  person  shall 
be  a  prisoner  in  a  prison,  or 
shall  be  serying  her  Majesty  as 
a  soldier,  marine,  or  sailor,  or 
reside  as  an  in-pensioner  in 
Greenwich  or  Chelsea   Hospi- 


tals, or  shall  be  confined  in  a 
lunatic  asylum,  oc  house  duly 
licensed  or  hospital  registered 
for  the  reception  of  lunatics,  or 
as  a  patient  in  a  hospital,  or 
during  which  any  such  person 
shall  receive  relief  from  any  pa- 
rishy  or  shall  be  wholly  or  in 
part  maintained  by  any  rate  or 
subscription  raised  in  a  parish 
in  which  such  person  does  not 
reside,  not  being  a  bond  fide 
charitable  gift,  shall  for  all 
purposes  be  excluded  in  the 
computation  of  time  herein- 
before mentioned." 


1 
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Inhabitants  of 
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act  It  is  submitted  that  the  sessions  were  right  The 
time  during  which  the  relief  was  given  is  ^^  for  all  pur- 
poses" to  be  excluded'  from  the  computation  of  time 
mentioned  in  the  previous  part  of  the  section ;  that  time 
is  five  years,  and  the  residence  being  long  enough  to 
satisfy  the  act,  irrespective  of  the  year  1844,  the  pauper 
had  become  irremovable.  It  is  said,  however,  that  the 
five  years  must  be  unbroken,  because  the  proviso,  being 
only  prospective,  does  not  apply  to  any  time  before  the 
act  passed.  That  is  a  question  of  construction,  and  no 
doubt  is  involved  in  the  decision  of  this  case. 


Creasy y  contra. — The  five  years  must  mean  unbroken, 
continuous  years,  immediately  preceding  tiie  date  of  the 
order.  If  this  be  not  so,  the  efiect  would  be,  that  idle 
disorderly  persons,  who  have  passed  alternate  montiis  in 
and  out  of  prison  In  one  parish  will  have  become  irre* 
movable  from  it,  provided  tiieir  residence  there  out  of 
prison  amounts  in  the  aggregate  to  five  years.  This 
cannot  have  been  the  intention  of  the  act.  The  pauper, 
therefore,  not  having  resided  for  five  years  continuously, 
was  removable,  and  the  sessions  were  wrong,  [pen" 
man,  C.  J. — Suppose  a  man,  who  has  resided  five  years 
in  a  parish,  and  the  next  day  breaks  his  leg  and  obtains 
parish  relief,  can  it  be  argued  that  he  is  removable,  and 
that  the  act  does  not  apply  to  his  case  ?  Such  an  argu- 
ment could  not  be  maintained.] 


Per  Curiam. 


Order  of  sessions  confirmed. 
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The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Chatham.  June  idth. 

In  this  case  an  order  had  been  made  by  two  justices  An  order  of 
of  the  county  of  Kent,  acljudging  the  settlement  of  adjudicating 
Agnes  Carter,  a  lunatic  pauper,  to  be  in  the  parish  of  of  a  k^^^'^* 
Stoke  Damerel,  in  the  county  of  Devon,  and  requiring  paopcr  to  be  in 

the  pansli  of 

the  overseers  of  that  parish  to  pay  to  the  treasurer  of  s.,  directed  the 
the  guardians  of  the  Medway  Union,  in  the  county  of  ^at'parUh  to 
Kent,  certain  specified  sums,  being  the  expenses  incur-  W  *°  ^*  r  th 
red  by  the  parish  of  Chatham^  within  the  said  union,  in  anion  of  M.  the 
respect  to  the  said  pauper,  and  for  her  future  mainte-  the  parish  of 
nance  in  the  county  asylum.     On  appeal  by  the  parish  partfofJhe* 
of  Stoke  Damerel,  the  sessions  quashed  this  order,  with  "n^?  of  M., 

had  incurred  in 

62L  Ids.  2d.  costs  of  the  appeal,  to  be  paid  by  the  over-  maintaining  the 

seers  of  Chatham  to  the  overseers  of  Stoke  Damerel.        Jp^^l ;  ind 

The  order  of  sessions  was  as  follows : —  ***®  ^?^?' 

quaahed  the 
order,  and  di- 
"  (Kent.) — ^Upon  an  appeal  made  unto  this  Court  by  the  in-  rected  the  over- 
habitants  of  the  parish  of  Stoke  Damerel,  in  the  county  of  De-  !I^to*the  ow- 
Ton,  from  an  order  made  by  two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  leers  of  S.  the 
peace  for  this  county,  dated  the  19th  of  October  last,  whereby  ^^^  of  if 62  for 
the  said  justices  did  adjudge  the  place  of  the  last  legal  settlement  the  coiteand 
of  one  Agnes  Carter,  a  pauper  lunatic,  to  be  in  the  said  parish  of  charges  which 
Stoke  Damerel,  and  did  order  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  ^^^  overseers 

f  C     1*.     J   L. 

parish  of  Stoke  Damerel  to  pay  unto  the  treasurer  of  the  guar-  pQt  to*in  wid 
diansof  the  Medway  Union,  in  this  county,  which  union  includes  about  ihe  said 
the  parish  of  Chatham,  the  sum  of  21,  10«.,  being  the  reasonable  appeal* 
expenses  incurred  by  the  said  parish  of  Chatham  in  and  about  jjjat  the  order'' 
the  examination  of  the  said  Agnes  Carter,  and  her  conveyance  to  for  costs  could 
the  lunatic  asylum  for  this  county  ;  and  also  the  sum  of  14/.  Qs.  "<>'  ^^  made  on 
9d.,  being  the  expenses  incurred  by  the  said  parish  of  Chatham  ^.'J  noTanDcar 
for  the  lodging,  maintenance,  medicine,  clothing,  and  care  of  the  to  be  a  party  to 
said  Agnes  Carter  in  the  said  asylum  to  the  time  of  the  date  of  the  appeal  :— 
the  said  order ;  and  also  to  pay,  weekly  and  every  week,  to  the  order'wa  *eood 
treasurer  of  the  said  asylum,  so  long  as  the  said  Agnes  Carter  as  it  was  suffi. 
should  remain  in  the  said  asylum,  the  sum  of  12^.,  being  the  reason-  eiently  clear 
able  charges  of  the  future  lodging,  nudntenance,  medicine,  cloth-  g^bstantiaUv 
ing,  and  care  of  the  said  Agnes  Carter.    Now  upon  reading  of  the   the  respondent, 
said  order,  and  hearing  counsel,  and  what  could  be  alleged  on  and  therefore 
both  sides,  it  is  ordered  by  this  Court  that  the  said  order  so  made  ^^^^^  (^j,  ^^^^^ 
VOL.  m.  T  N.  8.  c. 
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1848.  by  the  said  justices  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  in  all  points, 

^      ^     '^       quashed.    And  it  is  further  ordered  by  this  CourL  that  the  over- 

Th/6  Q,USBN  *  •'  ' 

^^  seers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  Chatham  do  forthwith  pay 

Inhabitants  of    unto  the  oyerseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  Stoke  Dame- 

Cbatham.      pel  the  sum  of  G2L  Ids,  2d.  for  and  towards  the  costs  and  charges 

which  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  Stoke  Da- 

merel  hare  been  at  in  and  about  the  said  appeal." 

This  order  having  been  brought  up  by  a  writ  of  cer- 
tiorari, 

Pashley  had  obtained  a  rule  calling  on  the  defendants 
to  shew  cause  why  the  above  order  of  sessions  should 
not  be  quashed.  He  contended,  that  the  sessions  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  make  an  order  for  costs  on  the  parish  of 
I  Chatham,  inasmuch  as  it  did  not  appear  that  t>he  oyerseers 
of  Chatham  were  parties  to  the  appeal,  and  that,  as  the 
parish  of  Chatham  appeared  to  be  in  the  Medway  Union, 
the  overseers  of  that  parish  could  not  have  been  respond- 
ents so  as  to  be  liable  to  pay  any  costs  to  the  appellants. 

Greenwood  now  shewed  cause. — It  is  sufficient  if  there 
is  some  evidence  on  the  order  that  the  overseers  of  Chat- 
ham were  respondents ;  and  there  can  be  no  doubt  that 
they  were  the  persons  in  fact  defending  the  appeal.  The 
costs  depend  on  the  62nd  section  of  the  8  &  9  Vict, 
c.  126  (Limatic  Act),  under  which  the  order  is  made: 
that  provides,  that,  in  case  of  an  appeal,  **  the  guardians 
of  the  imion  or  parish,  or  the  overseers  of  the  parish, 
township,  or  place,  or  the  clerk  of  the  peace  of  the  county 
to  which  such  lunatic  was  chargeable  before  such  order 
was  made,  may  defend  such  appeal ;  and  the  persons  ap- 
pealing or  intending  to  appeal,  and  the  persons  defend- 
ing such  appeal,  shall  have  all  the  same  powers,  rights, 
and  privileges,  and  be  subject  to  the  same  obligations  in 
all  respects  as  in  the  case  of  an  appeal  against  a  warrant 
of  removal."  If,  therefore,  the  sessions  were  satisfied 
that  the  oyerseers  of  Chatham  were  the  persons  in  fact 


TRINITY  VACATION,  11  VICT.  237 

defending  the  appeal^  it  seems  to  follow  that  the  order         1848. 
for  costs  13  rightly  made  upon  them.  rpi^p  q^ekn 

V, 

Inhabitants  of 

PcuhUy,  contrfL — The  guardians  of  the  Medway  CHATHiiii. 
Union  were  the  proper  persons  to  make  respondents. 
The  original  order  was  upon  them ;  and  as  the  cost  of 
maintaining  lunatic  and  other  paupers  is  now  regulated 
by  guardians  in  all  those  cases  where  the  parish  to  which 
a  pauper  belongs  forms  part  of  a  union,  and  must  be 
paid  by  them,  they  are  the  proper  and  only  persons  on 
whom  to  make  an  order  for  costs.  The  act  of  Parlia- 
ment no  more  ^ves  the  option  of  making  either  over- 
seers  or  guardians  respondents,  than  it  does  of  making 
either  of  them  appellants.  [Pattesauy  J. — We  recently 
decided,  in  Regina  y.  Tyrwhitt  (a),  that  either  might  be 
appellants.]  That  case  only  decided  that  an  order  may 
be  made  on  the  overseers  of  a  parish,  as  well  as  on  the 
treasurer  of  a  union.  The  inconvenience  of  making 
either  guardians  or  overseers  appellants,  is  sufficient  to 
shew  that  the  legislature  never  intended  to  give  the  op- 
tion ;  for,  if  either  may  appeal,  both  may  do  so,  and  then 
it  might  follow  that  one  set  of  appellants  would  enter 
and  respite  their  appeal,  and  the  others  proceed  to  trial 
at  the  same  sessions,  and  then  the  decision  of  justices  in 
the  latter  case  would  be  conclusive  between  the  parties 
in  the  former  when  their  appeal  came  on  to  be  heard. 
The  act,  therefore,  must  be  taken  to  point,  by  the  words 
^^the  guardians  of  the  imion  or  parish,  or  the  overseers 
of  the  parish,  township,  or  place,"  first,  to  parishes  with- 
in unions,  and  next  to  parishes  not  forming  part  of  any 
union,  and  to  mean  that  in  the  former  the  guardians 
must  always  be  appellants,  in  the  latter  the  overseers. 
The  same  rule  would  then  hold  as  to  respondents.  It 
is  true  that  the  overseers  are  the  persons  interested, 

(a)  Ante,  p.  163. 
t2 
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1848.  and  not  the  guardians.  The  same  argument  was  used 
TbeQuBBN  ill  Regina  v.  Wiltshire {a\  where  Littkdale^  J.,  said: 
InhabUantoof  "I^^^^^^ps  this  may  be  so  iu  the  result;  but  the  guar- 
Ch^tham.  dians  are,  at  all  events,  immediately  interested,  and  here 
the  order  itself  shews"  (as  in  the  present  case)  "  that  the 
funds  of  the  union  had  in  the  first  instance  been  charged 
with  the  maintenance  of  the  child."  Secondly,  the  or- 
der ought  to  have  stated  who  were  the  respondents.  It 
is  not  enough,  as  is  contended  on  the  other  side,  that 
there  is  some  evidence  of  it,  for  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
sessions  depended  upon  the  fact  that  those  persons  were 
respondents  on  whom  the  order  was  made.  In  Rex  y. 
Bartlett  {b)  it  was  decided  that  the  sessions  could  not 
meddle  with  overseers'  accounts  till  allowed  by  two  jus- 
tices; and  an  order  was  quashed  because  the  allowance 
did  not  appear,  and  there  was,  therefore,  a  want  of  ju- 
risdiction. The  same  principle  was  upheld  in  Regina  v. 
Spackman{cy  Moreover,  it  is  a  general  rule  of  law 
that  an  order  for  costs  cannot  be  made  on  any  person 
who  does  not  appear  as  a  party  in  the  proceedings,  even 
though  in  fact  taking  part  in  them,  and  interested  in  the 
event :  Regina  v,  Dodson  (d),  Evans  v.  Rees  {e\  Hay'^ 
wardy,  Giffard{f). 

Patteson,  J. — In  whatever  way  we  look  at  this  case 
there  is  some  difficulty  in  it,  owing  to  the  confusion  in 
the  language  of  the  act  of  Parliament.  It  may  be  that 
the  words  "  or  overseers  of  a  parish "  apply  only  to  a 
parish  not  part  of  a  union.  That  has  been  contended, 
and  it  may  be  so ;  but,  at  any  rate,  it  is  apparent  here 
that  the  original  order  was  made  on  Stoke  Damerel  to 
payto  the  guardia  ns  of  the  Medway  Union,  not  ex- 


(a)  12  A.  &  E.  793.  {d)  9  A.  &  E.  704. 

(6)  2  Str.  983.  («)  2  Q.  B.  R.  334. 

(c)  2  Q.  B.  R.  301 .  (/)  4  M.  &  W.  194. 
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peDses  incurred  by  the  union^  but  by  the  parish  of  Chat- 
bam,  and  whether  it  was  right  or  wrong  in  ordering     The  Queen 
them  to  be  pwd  to  the  guardians  in  the  first  place,  or    j^ijabSiaitsof 
whether,  as  I  at  first  thought,  it  ought  not  to  have  been     Chatham. 
to  pay  to  the  overseers,  it  is  quite  clear  on  the  face  of 
the  order,  that,  either  way,  the  money  was  to  reimburse 
the  parish  of  Chatham,  and  not  the  Medway  Union. 
The  appeal,  therefore,  was  in  respect  of  an  order  in  fa- 
vour of  Chatham.     But  it  is  said,  that  it  does  not  clearly 
appear  who  defended  the  appeal.     However  that  may 
be,  we  cannot  shut  our  eyes  to  the  fact,  that  the  defence 
really  was  on  the  part  of  Chatham,  and  that,  whether 
the  overseers  or  guardians  appeared,  Chatham  was  the 
actual  respondent,  and  payment  of  the  costs,  therefore, 
might  be  ordered  directly  on  them. 

Coleridge,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  I 
think  all  is  right  as  it  now  stands.  There  can  be  no 
doubt  that  the  two  parishes  were  the  substantial  par- 
ties. Then  an  order  has  been  made  to  pay  to  the  trea- 
surer of  the  union ;  but  it  is  evident  that  that  was  for 
the  benefit  of  the  parish  of  Chatham,  because  the  order 
goes  on  to  say,  "  being  the  expenses  incurred  by  the  said 
parish  of  Chatham  for  the  lodging,  maintenance,  &c.  of 
the  said  Agnes  Carter."  That  order  being  appealed 
against,  I  will  give  Mr.  Pashley  the  advantage  of  this 
supposition,  that  the  treasurer  or  the  guardians  were  in 
form  the  respondents:  still  they  would  only  be  so  as 
trustees  for  the  parish.  It  does  not,  however,  necessarily 
follow  that  they  were  in  form  the  respondents ;  and  if 
the  overseers  of  Chatham  were,  then  cadit  quaestio,  and 
the  order  is  clearly  right. 

Ekle,  J. — I  think  the  order  is  right  By  the  62nd 
section  of  the  8  &  9  Vict,  c  126,  on  the  removal  of  a 
pauper  to  a  lunatic  asylum,  the  parish  on  which  the 
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1848.  order  adjudicating  the  pauper's  settlement  is  made,  has  a 

The  QvKEN  right  to  appeal,  and  the  appeal  is  to  be  as  against  a  war- 

I  hab*to  ts  t  ^°^*  ^^  removaL     Suppose  this  to  be  an  appeal  against 

Chatham,  a  warrant  of  removal,  who  would  be  the  appellants? 

• 

the  parish  to  which  the  pauper  is  to  be  removed ;  and 
if  the  order  is  defended  on  appeal,  the  parish  procuring 
it,  not  the  guardians,  are  the  respondents.  Here  Stoke 
Damerel  has  appealed,  and  somebody  must  be  respond- 
ent. The  parish  of  Chatham,  then,  is  respondent ;  and, 
construing  the  order  by  the  words  of  the  statute,  it 
shews  clearly  enough  that  Chatham  was  respondent, 
and,  therefore,  there  was  jurisdiction  in  the  justices, 
and  they  properly  directed  Chatham  to  pay  the  costs. 

Rule  discharged  (a), 
(a)  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  was  absent. 


June  24ih,     The  QuEEN  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  St.  Giles's,  Col- 
chester. 

On  the  removal  vJN  appeal  ag^st  an  order  of  two  justices,  dated  the 
widow,  and  her  ^^th  of  May,  1846,  for  the  removal  of  Hannah  Halls, 
children,  from    ^idow,  and  her  six  children,  from  the  parish  of  St 

J.  to  S.,  the  '  '  * 

resjpondents  James,  to  the  parish  of  St.  Giles,  both  in  the  borough 
birth  settle-       of  Colchester,  the  Recorder  confirmed  the  order,  subject 

ment  of  the        x^  ^  y»„«« 
husband  in  the    tO  a  Case. 

•PP*^^P*"  The  pauper- Hannah  Halls,  in  her  examination,  stated 
pellantshad  that  shc  was  married  on  the  14th  of  April,  1829,  to 
lomng  ground    her  late  husband,  John  Halls,  who  died  on  the  27th  of 

of  appeal,  tra- 
Ternng  the  set- 
tlement, ''that  the  said  H.  Halls  and  her  said  six  children  were  not,  nor  were  any  of  them, 
at  the  time  of  the  date  of  the  said  examinations,  nor  was  J.  Halls,  the  husband  of  the  said 
H.  Halls,  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  legally  settled  in  the  said  parish  of  S :  *' — Held,  that 
this  ground  of  appeal  put  in  issue  the  birth  of  the  husband  in  the  appellant  parish. 
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January,  1846^  and  who,  to  the  best  of  her  belief,  had        ]848. 
never  done  any  act  whereby  to  gain  a  settlement  in  his    ^  " 
own  right.  f  • 

Samuel  Sadler  stated  that  he  knew  the  father  and    St.  Giles's, 
mother  of  the  husband  of  the  pauper,  and  deposed  to     ***'<^"""»- 
the  fact  of  John  Halls  being  bom  in  the  parish  of  St. 
Griles;  and  J.  H.  Church  produced  an  extract  from  the 
register  of  baptisms  belonging  to  the  parish  of  St.  Giles. 

The  only  ground  of  appeal  traversing  the  settlement 
.  waJ9  as  follows : — "  That  the  said  Hannah  Halls  and  her 
said  six  children  were  not,  nor  were  any  of  them,  at  the 
time  of  the  date  of  the  said  examinations,  nor  was  John 
Halls,  the  husband  of  the  said  Hannah  Halls,  at  the  time 
of  his  decease,  legally  settled  in  the  said  parish  of  St. 
Giles."  The  remaining  grounds  of  appeal  raised  objec- 
tions to  the  order  of  removal,  the  certificate  of  charge- 
ability,  and  the  examinations. 

The  Kecorder  was  of  opinion  that  the  respondents 
were  not  bound  to  give  evidence  of  the  settlement  of  the 
husband  of  the  pauper  in  the  appellant  parish,  and  that 
the  ground  of  appeal  ought  to  have  set  forth  in  what 
other  parish  the  legal  settlement  of  the  paupers  was,  or 
under  what  drcumstances  it  was  not  in  the  appellant 
parish. 

If  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  should  be  of  opinion 
that  the  Recorder  was  wrong  in  holding  that  the  respond- 
ents were  not  bound  to  give  evidence  of  the  settlement 
of  the  husband  in  the  appellant  parish,  the  order  of  ses- 
sions  and  the  order  of  removal  are  to  be  quashed ;  others 
wise^  to  stand  confirmed. 

JRodtoells  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. — The  ap- 
pellants should  have  stated  positively  that  the  husband 
of  Hannah  Halls  was  not  bom  in  their  parisL  They  do 
not  do  so ;  but  merely  say  that,  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
he  was  not  settled  in  their  parish.    It  is  consistent  with 
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1848.        such  allegatioii  that  he  was  bom  in  the  appellant  parish. 

The  Queen    ^^^9  ^^  t;he  authority  of  several  cases,  the  sessions  were 

Inhabitente  of  "g'^^  ^^  holding  that  the  respondents  were  not  called  up- 

St.  Giles's,  on  to  prove  that  fact.     In  Begina  v.  fVidecombe  on  the 
Colchester.  .  , 

Moor  (a),  there  was  a  more  general  allegation  than  the 
present,  namely,  that  the  paupers  were  not  settled  in  the 
appellant  parish  in  any  manner  whatever ;  but  the  Court 
held,  there  ought  to  have  been  a  more  positive  denial  of 
the  birth  of  the  pauper  there.  The  same  degree  of  strict- 
ness was  observed  in  Begina  v.  Killerby(b).  In  Regina 
V.  Whitley  Upper  {c)y  the  appellants  alleged  in  answer  to 
a  settlement  by  parish  apprenticeship,  '^  that  the  requi- 
sites of  stat.  56  Geo.  3,  c.  139,  and  more  particularly 
section  5,  were  not  complied  with;"  but  the  Court  held, 
they  were  not  at  liberty,  under  this  ground  of  appeal,  to 
raise  the  objection,  that  the  overseers  had  had  no  notice, 
and  were  not  present  at  the  binding. 

PashUj/y  contr^. — There  are  cases  in  which  it  may 
be  necessary  to  negative  some  particular  facts  and 
admit  others,  but  that  is  not  so  with  the  simple  al- 
legation of  birth.  In  Begina  v.  Wtdecombe  on  the 
Moor(d)  there  were  several  traverses,  besides  a  general 
subsidiary  clause,  **  that  the  pauper  was  not  settled  in 
the  appellant  parish  in  any  manner  whatever."  That 
case,  therefore,  on  the  facts,  is  clearly  not  applicable,  as 
appears,  too,  from  the  language  of  the  judges.  In  the 
present  case,  the  examinations  set  out  a  settlement  by 
birth ;  and  as  the  grounds  of  appeal  contain  only  one  tra- 
verse of  the  fact  of  settlement,  that  must  be  taken  with 
reference  to  the  particular  settlement  contained  in  the 
examinations.  In  Regina  v.  Bedingham  {e)y  under  a 
general  traverse  of  the  settlement,  the  appellants  were 

(a)  2  New  Sees.  Cas.  589.  {d)  2  New  Sess.  Cas.  639. 

Ih)  Id.  26.  \e)  1  New  Sess.  Cas.  105. 

(c)  11  A.  &  E.  00. 
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permitted  to  shew  that  relief  was  given  under  a  mistake.         1848. 

In  Bex  V.   The  Justices  of  Newccatle^upon^Tyne  {(i)y  a  TheQuxsN 

person  was  convicted  of  being  a  rogue  and  vagabond^  inhabitants  of 

for  that  he  did  certain  acts ;  the  defendant  gave  notice  St.  Giles's, 

COLCHSSTBS. 

of  appeal,  and  alleged  the  ground  of  such  appeal  to  be 
that  he  was  not  guilty  of  the  said  offence.  The  Court 
held  the  notice  sufficient,  and  the  effect  of  the  allegation 
in  it  to  be^  that  the  defendant  had  been  improperly  con* 
victed  on  the  merits,  and  that  the  party  prosecuting  must 
prove  all  the  ingredients  in  the  offence  of  which  the  de- 
fendant had  been  convicted.  The  principle  there  laid 
down  with  respect  to  convictions  is  equally  applicable  to 
orders  of  removal. 

Lord  Dknman,  C.  J. — The  ground  on  which  the  re- 
spondents remove  is  the  birth  of  the  husband  of  Hannah 
Halls  in  the  appellant  parish.  The  appellants  allege 
that  the  widow  and  her  children  were  not  at  the  date  of 
the  examinations^  nor  was  J.  Halls^  the  husband  of  the 
said  Hannah  Halls,  at  the  time  of  his  decease^  legally 
settled  in  their  paridh.  At  the  trial,  it  was  held  that  this 
ground  of  appeal  was  too  general,  that  the  birth  settle- 
ment was  admitted,  and  that  the  respondents  were  not 
called  upon  to  adduce  any  evidence  in  support  of  the 
settlement  alleged.  I  think  the  sessions  came  to  a  wrong 
conclusion  on  the  effect  to  be  given  to  this  ground  of  ap- 
peal. The  appellants  allege  in  general  terms,  that  the 
paupers  were  not  settled  in  their  parish  at  the  time  the 
order  was  made,  and  then  go  on  to  say,  '^  nor  was  the 
husband  settled  in  our  parish  at  the  time  of  his  decease." 
I  do  not  think  that  the  words  ^^  at  the  time  of  his  de- 
cease "  make  any  difference.  I  do  not  see  why  the  ap- 
pellants should  not  be  at  liberty  to  prove  a  settlement 
elsewhere,  which  would  disprove  the  settlement  as 
alleged. 

(a)  1  B.  &  Ad.  983. 
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184a  Patteson^  J. — The  examinations  only  disclose  one 

The  Q0BBK    settlement,  and  the  ground  of  appeal  refers  to  that  settle- 
Inhabitants  of  ™^^^  <^^  <^^^  upon  the  respondents  to  prove  it     The 
St.  Giles's,   appellants  might  say  that  the  witness  called  to  depose  to 
the  fact  of  birth  in  the  appellant  parish  was  not  the  wit- 
ness of  truth ;  but  if  they  could  not  break  down  the  wit- 
nessy  then  it  is  a  question,  which  does  not  arise  in  the 
present  case,  whether  they  might  prove  a  settlement 
elsewhere.     In  Regina  v.  Widecombe  on  the  Moor  {a)  the 
examinations  disclosed  several  settlements.     In  Regisia 
V.  Bedingham  {b)  no  settlement  was  disclosed,  but  the 
respondents  relied  on  acts  of  relief  as  evidence  of  settie- 
ment.   Here  there  is  only  one  settlement,  and  the  appel- 
lants say,  in  effect,  the  paupers  are  not  settied,  and  that 
is  sufficient  to  call  upon  the  respondents  to  prove  that 
^      fact. 

Coleridge,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion*  I  lay 
entirely  out  of  my  consideration  the  cases  of  Regina  v. 
Widecombe  on  the  Moor  and  Regina  v.  Bedinghanu 
One  has  been  distinguished  by  my  Brother  Pa^to<m,  and 
the  other  I  do  not  rely  upon.  I  should  say,  according 
to  the  strict  rules  of  reasoning,  the  meaning  of  this 
ground  of  appeal  is,  that  the  settlement  is  not  in  the 
appellant  parish.  But  I  think  we  are  not  to  construe 
these  documents  so  very  strictly,  but  rather  to  see  what 
was  the  fair  understanding  between  those  giving  the 
ground  of  appeal  and  those  receiving  it,  as  to  the  ques- 
tion they  came  to  the  sessions  to  try.  I  think  this 
ground  of  appeal  must  be  construed  with  reference  to 
the  examinations  to  which  it  is  directed:  they  only 
state  one  ground  of  settlement;  and  in  such  case  I 
think  it  is  competent  for  the  appellants  to  traverse  it  by 
a  general  denial.    Mr.  RodtoeU  seems  to  draw  a  different 

(a)  2  New  Seas.  Cas.  639.  (ft)  1  New  Sees.  Gas.  105. 
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conclusion  from  the  words  **  at  his  decease."     The  ex-        1848. 
aminations,  however,  carry  the  settlement  down  to  the     xhe  Qukbk 

time  the  order  was  made,  and,  therefore,  the  latter  part  T„vj^|jiJintg  ^f 

may  be  considered  as  a  useless  addition.  St.  Giles's, 

COLOHBSTBR. 

Eble,  J. — In  one  respect,  examinations  and  grounds 
of  appeal  are  like  pleadings  in  a  civil  action,  because  the 
appellants  have  a  right  to  put  in  issue  the  settlement  or 
any  particular  facts  which  go  to  constitute  a  settlement. 
I  think  the  fair  meaning  of  this  ground  of  appeal  is,  that 
the  paupers  were  not  settled  in  the  manner  alleged ;  and 
I  think  the  appellants  would  be  let  into  evidence  to  prove 
that  fact.  I  think  there  is  a  sound  distinction  between 
this  case  and  Regina  v.  Widecombe  on  the  Moor.  That 
case  seemed  to  proceed  on  the  salutary  principle,  that 
grounds  of  appeal  were  to  be  construed  according  to  the 
fair  meaning  that  would  be  put  upon  them  by  the  party 
receiving  them*  There  they  consisted  of  several  specific 
traverses,  and  then  concluded  with  a  general  traverse ; 
but  here  there  was  only  one  ground  of  appeal.  It  is  said 
the  denial  is  coupled  with  the  last  words,  '^  at  the  time 
of  his  decease,"  and,  therefore,  that  it  was  not  a  good 
legal  traverse;  but  it  appears  to  me,  the  addition  of  those 
words  did  not  have  the  effect  of  withdrawing  the  previous 
denial  of  the  fact  of  birth. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed. 
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July  12M.  The  Queen  v.  James  Lobd. 

An  agreement  1  HE  prisoner  had  been  convicted  under  the  Masters 
intcred"lto*by  ^^d  Servants  Act,  4  Geo.  4,  c.  34,  and  having  been 
an  infant  to       brouffht  UD  bv  habeas  corpus,  a  certiorari  issued  to 

serve  a  master,  *^  .     . 

and  no  one        bring  up  the  conviction,  which  was  as  follows : — 

else,  for  tweWe 

infant  entered  "  Lancashire,  to  wit. — Be  it  remembered,  that  on  the  2nd  of 

into  the  service  September,  1846,  at  Rochdale,  in  the  county  of  Lancashire, 

under  the  James  Davenport,  of  Rochdale  aforesaid,  then  and  there  being 

the  terms  of  ^he  manager  for  John  Mason,  of  Rochdale  aforesaid,  machine- 

the  agreement  maker,  personally  came  before  me,  William  Chadwick,  Esq.» 

the  master  was  j-j^^^  ^j^j  there  being  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  said  county, 

stop  the  wages  ^^^  upon  the  oath  of  him,  the  said  James  Davenport,  made  com- 

of  the  infant  at  plaint  to  me,  the  said  justice,  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  29th 

?"y  ^™«  <^^''-  of  July  then  last,  to  wit,  in  184C,  at  Castleton,  in  the  said  county 

muter's  steam.  ^^  Lancaster,  James  Lord,  of  Rochdale  aforesaid,  in  consideration 

engine  should  of  the  said  John  Mason  agi'eeing  to  pay  to  him  the  said  James 

for  any  ruuon  l^rd  certain  wages,  did  contract  with  the  said  John  Mason  to 

but  the  master  ^^^^^  bim  the  said  John  Mason  as  an  artificer,  to  wit,  as  a  turner, 

was  not  com-  either  on  common  lathes  or  slide  lathes,  as  the  said  John  Mason 

pelled  to  pro-  might  direct,  and  to  make  himself  generally  useful  in  the  work- 

ment  for  the  ^^^P  ^^  ^^^  ^i^  John  Mason,  during  the  space  of  twelve  months 

infant  during  from  the  said  29th  of  July,  determinable  by  the  said  John  Mason 

^HiA^T^  at  any  time  in  case  of  the  said  James  Lord  absenting  himself  from 

agreement  was  ^^  ^^^  service  without  the  said  John  Mason's  consent,  or  being 

inequitable  and  guilty  of  any  misbehaviour,  misconduct,  or  disobedience ;  and,  by 

void,  and  the  ^he  said  contract,  the  said  James  Lord  agreed  that  he  would,  at 

a  convK^ion  of  *^  times  during  the  said  term,  observe  and  obey  all  the  reason- 

the  infant  able  commands  and  directions  of  the  said  John  Mason,  and  would 

under  the  4        ykxtV  fifty-eight  and  a  half  hours  in  each  and  every  week  of  the 

Geo.  4,0.34,         .  j  x  j  i:i       .  .  -i       ,      . 

for  absenting      ^^^  term,  and  would  not  engage  m  any  other  busmess  or  enter 

himself  without  into  the  service  of  any  other  person  during  the  said  term.  And 
leave.  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  James  Lord  having  accordingly  entered  into  such 

service,  to  wit,  into  the  service  of  the  said  John  Mason,  as  an 
artificer  as  aforesaid,  did  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  drd  of  August 
then  last,  to  wit,  in  1846,  at  Rochdale  aforesaid,  and  before  the 
term  of  his  said  contract  was  completed,  and  whilst  the  said  con- 
tract was  subsisting,  wilfully  neglect  to  fulfil  the  said  contract,  to 
wit,  ^id  unlawfully  absent  himself  from  the  said  service  without 
the  consent  of  the  said  John  Mason,  or  any  lawful  cause  or  ex- 
cuse, against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  pro- 
vided.   And  I,  the  said  justice,  did,  on  the  said  2nd  of  Septem- 
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ber,  1846,  at  Bochdale  aforesaid,  duly  issue  my  warrant  under 
my  hand  and  seal,  for  the  due  apprehending  of  the  said  James 
Lord,  pursuant  to  the  statute.  And,  in  pursuance  of  the  said 
warrant,  the  said  James  Lord,  on  this  2nd  of  October,  1840,  at 
Bochdale  aforesaid,  hath  been  brought  before  us,  the  said  Wil- 
liam Chad  wick,  and  Clement  Royds,and  Henry  Kelsall,  Elsquires, 
being  three  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  of  the  said  county, 
and  having  heard  the  charge  contained  in  thasaid  complaint,  he 
declared  that  he  was  an  infant  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
whereupon  we,  the  said  justices,  did  proceed  to  examine  into  the 
nature  of  the  said  complaint  and  the  truth  of  the  charge  contained 
therein.  And  on  this  siud  2nd  of  October,  atRochdale  aforesaid, 
a  certain  paper  writing  is  produced  by  the  said  James  Davenport 
before  us,  the  said  justices,  in  the  presence  of  the  said  James 
Lord,  which  paper  writing  is  as  follows  : — 

^  ^  An  agreement  made,  29th  of  July,  1846,  bet  ween  John  Mason, 
of  Bochdale,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  machine-maker,  of  the 
one  part,  and  James  Lord,  of  Sunny-side,  in  the  aforesaid  county, 
of  the  other  part.  The  said  James  Lord,  for  the  consideration 
hereinafter  expressed,  agrees  with  the  said  John  Mason,  that  he, 
the  said  James  Lord,  according  to  the  best  of  his  skill  and  ability, 
shall  and  will  during  the  space  of  twelve  months  from  the  day  of 
the  date  hereof,  determinable  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  diligently 
and  faithfully  serve  and  employ  himself  for  the  benefit  of  the  said 
John  Mason,  in  the  trade  or  business  of  a  turner,  either  on  com- 
mon lathes  or  slide  lathes,  as  the  said  John  Mason  may  direct,  and 
shall  at  all  times  during  the  said  term  observe  and  obey  all  the 
reasonable  commands  and  directions  of  him  the  said  John  Mason, 
and  shall  make  himself  generally  useful  in  the  workshop  of  his 
said  master,  and  shall  work  fifty-eight  and  a  half  hours  in  each 
and  every  week  of  the  said  term,  and  shall  not  engage  in  any 
other  business  or  enter  into  the  service  of  any  other  person.  In 
conraderation  of  which  true  and  faithful  service,  he  the  said  John 
Mason  agrees  that  he  will,  subject  to  the  proviso  next  hereinafter 
contained,  pay  and  allow  unto  the  said  James  Lord  during  the 
said  term,  as  for'  wages,  the  sum  of  twenty  shillings  per  week, 
provided  that  if  the  said  James  Lord  shall  be  rendered  in  anywise 
incapable  to  perform  his  duty  in  the  said  service,  or  shall  there- 
from absent  himself  without  his  master's  consent,  or  should  the 
steam-engine  be  stopped  from  accident  or  any  other  cause,  then  in 
any  of  the  said  cases  the  said  John  Mason  may  retain  all  weekly 
or  other  wages  of  him  the  said  James  Lord  during  the  term  he 
shall  BO  absent  himself  or  be  incapacitated.  Provided  also,  that 
he  the  said  John  Mason  may  dismiss  and  discharge  the  said  James 
Lord  from  his  said  service  at  any  time,  and  without  any  notice, 
in  caae  of  his  so  absenting  himself  or  being  guilty  of  any  misbe- 
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harioar,  miflconduct,  or  disobedience,  and  thereupon  all  his  wages 
then  due  and  unpaid  shall  become  forfeited  to  the  said  Jolin  Ma- 
son, and  this  agreement  shall  become  void  and  of  no  effect.    As. 
witness  my  hand,  this  29th  of  July,  1846. 

(Signed)    ^  James  Lord. 

<  Witness,  James  Datenpobt, 
'  John  Tatloiu' 


— And  on  this  2nd  of  October^  1846,  at  Rochdale  aforesaid,  one 
credible  witness,  to  wit,  J.  Taylor,  upon  his  oath  depoeeth  and 
saith,  before  us  the  said  justices,  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of 
the  said  J.  Lord — '  I  am  a  bookkeeper  in  the  employ  of  J.  Mason, 
machine-maker,  Rochdale.  J.  Dayenport  is,  and  for  some  time 
has  been,  Mr.  Majson's  manager  at  his  works  at  Rochdale,  and 
usually  hires  the  servants  and  workmen  employed  there.  On  the 
29th  of  July,  1846, 1  was  present  at  the  works,  and  heard  Mr. 
Davenport  and  the  prisoner,  J.  Lord,  bargain  for  Lord  to  enter 
Mr.  Mason's  service.  Lord  asked  for  one  pound  a  week  wages, 
and  Mr.  Davenport  agreed  to  give  it.  When  they  had  bargained, 
I,  by  Mr.  Davenport's  direction,  wrote  out  that  agreement '  (being 
the  paper  writing  produced  as  aforesaid  to  us  the  said  justices). 
'  Mr.  Davenport  then  read  it  over  to  Lord,  who  signed  it  in  the 
presence  of  me  and  Mr.  Davenport.  Mr.  Davenport  and  I  wrote 
our  names  as  witnesses.  Mr.  Mason  is  very  seldom  at  the  works.' 
And  on  this  2nd  of  October,  1846,  at  Rochdale  aforesaid,  one  other 
credible  witness,  to  wit,  William  Mills,  upon  his  oath  depoeeth 
and  saith,  before  us  the  said  justices,  in  the  presence  and  hearing 
of  the  said  J.  Lord — *  I  am  timekeeper  at  Mr.  Mason's  works  at 
Rochdale.  1  remember  the  prisoner,  J.  Lord,  coming  twice  to 
Mr.  Mason's  works  before  he  was  hired.  On  the  3rd  of  August, 
1846,  he  came  at  nine  o'clock  in  the  morning  to  the  works ;  he 
worked  there  until  twelve  o'clock  at  noon,  being  dinner-hour  on 
that  day,  and  then  left,  and  has  not  since  returned  to  work.  He 
had  not  leave  of  absence,  nor  any  cause  for  leaving  Mr.  Mason's 
employment.'  And  on  this  2nd  of  October,  1846,  at  Rochdale 
aforesaid,  one  other  credible  witness,  to  wit,  Samuel  Lord,  upon 
his  oath  deposeth  and  saith,  before  us  the  said  justices,  and  on  the 
part  and  at  the  instance  and  request  and  in  the  presence  and  hear- 
ing of  the  said  J.  Lord — *  I  am  father  of  the  prisoner,  J.  Lord ; 
he  was  bom  in  August,  1828.'  Therefore,  it  manifestly  appear- 
ing to  us  the  said  justices,  and  every  of  us,  that  the  said  J.  Lord 
is  guilty  of  the  offence  charged  upon  him  in  the  said  complaint, 
we  do  and  every  of  us  doth  hereby  convict  him,  the  said  J.  Lord, 
of  the  offence  aforesaid,  and  we  do  and  every  of  us  doth  hereby 
order  and  a^udge  that  the  said  J.  Lord,  for  the  offence 
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be  imprisoned  in  the  house  of  correction  at  Salford,  in  and  for 
the  said  county,  there  to  remain  and  be  held  to  hard  labour  for 
the  term  of  three  months.  And  it  further  appearing  to  us  and 
every  of  us,  by  the  contract  aforesaid  so  produced,  shewu,  and 
proved  as  aforesaid  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the  said  J.  Lord, 
that  there  are  not,  nor  will  there  be  for  and  during  such  time  as 
the  said  J.  Lord  shall  be  imprisoned  in  the  said  house  of  correc- 
tion pursuant  to  this  conviction,  any  wages  of  him  the  said  J. 
Lord,  therefore,  we  the  said  justices,  or  any  of  us,  have  not  made, 
and  do  not  make,  auy  order  touching  the  wages  of  the  said  J.  Lord. 
^  Given  under  our  hands  and  seids,  at  Rochdale  aforesaid,  this 

2ndof  October,  1846. 

"William  Chadwick  (l.  s.) 

"  C.  ROTDS  (l.  8.) 

"  H.  KSLSALL  (l.  S,)' 


1848. 


k*' 


Huddleston  moved  to  discharge  the  prisoner. — The 
prisoner,  being  an  infant,  does  not  come  within  the 
terms  of  the  statute.  It  has  been  held  that  an  infant 
may  bind  himself  for  his  own  benefit,  and  he  may  bind 
himself  an  apprentice,  Gray  y.  Cookson  (a) ;  but  in  this 
agreement  there  is  no  mutuality.  The  prisoner  binds 
himself  to  serve  his  master  for  twelve  months  certain ; 
but  in  case  the  steam-engine  be  stopped  from  accident 
or  any  other  cause,  then  his  master  may  retain  his  wages. 
Circumstances,  therefore,  may  occur,  over  which  the  pri- 
soner has  no  control,  which  may  deprive  him  of  all  power 
to  earn  wages ;  and  still  he  has  no  remedy  agidnst  his 
master,  nor  can  he  serve  any  other  person.  In  Kitchen 
Y.  Shaw  {b)  it  did  not  become  necessary  to  decide  the 
question  of  infancy.  By  this  agreement,  the  prisoner, 
if  he  misconducts  himself  or  absents  himself  from  his 
work,  forfeits  his  wages ;  and  there  are  numerous  cases 
which  go  to  support  the  proposition,  that  contracts  en- 
forced by  a  penalty  are  not  binding  on  infants :  Ayliff 
V.  Archdale  (c),  Keane  v.  Boycott  (rf),  Bayles  v.  Dine- 


(a)  16  East,  13. 
(6)  6  A.  &  £.  729. 


(c)  Cro.  Eliz.  920. 
(J)  2  H.  BU  511. 


Lord. 
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1848.        ley  (a),   Carpe  v.  Overtxm  (ft),  Bac.  Abr.  « Infant,"  H. 
The  QuBBN    (^)5  HawL  P.  C,  c.  64,  8.  35  (7tli  ed.)  [Other  objec- 
tions were  taken  to  the  agreement  and  to  the  oonyiction.]] 

Cowlinffy  contrL — This  agreement  would  be  good  in 
the  case  of  an  adult  It  is  in  substance  an  agreement 
that  the  prisoner  shall  be  employed  for  a  year,  although 
not  actually  so  stated  The  terms  are  very  similar  to 
those  used  in  Pilkington  v.  Scott  (c),  which  has  been  con- 
firmed by  a  case  of  Hartley  y.  Cummtnffs(d),  in  the  Com- 
mon Pleas.  In  the  case  in  the  Exchequer,  the  agree- 
ment was  for  seven  years;  and  it  was  there  urged  to  be 
in  restraint  of  trade  and  no  adequate  consideration,  and 
Aldersan,  B.,  said:  '^  All  the  provisions  of  the  agreement, 
taken  together,  point  clearly  to  an  undertaking  on  the 
part  of  the  master  to  employ  for  seven  years,  and  for 
the  workman  to  serve  on  the  same  terms."  The  case  of 
infimcy  does  not  make  any  difference.  In  Maddon  v. 
White  (e),  BulleTy  J.,  said :  "  It  is  laid  down  as  a  gene- 
ral principle,  that,  if  an  agreement  be  for  the  benefit  of  an 
infant  at  the  time,  it  shall  bind  him."  In  Rex  v.  C%i/- 
le8ford{f)  it  was  held,  that  an  infant  jmuper  might  gain 
a  settlement  by  hiring  and  service;  and  Bayley^  J.,  there 
said :  '^  It  is  clear  that  an  infant  may  bind  himself  to  a 
stranger.  An  infant  may  make  a  contract  for  his  own 
benefit;  he  may  therefore  make  a  contract  for  hiring 
and  service,  for  that  yrill  be  beneficial  to  him.  It  will 
give  him  a  right  to  sue  for  wages.  If  he  does  not  per- 
form his  contract,  although  no  actiofi  may  lie  against 
him,  he  will  be  liable  to  the  statutable  regulations  ap- 
plicable to  masters  and  servants."  The  Court  will  not 
inquire  into  the  quantum  of  benefit,  because,  if  for  the 

(a)  3  M.  &  S.  477.  {d)  17  L.  J.,  C.  P.,  84. 

\b)  10  Bing.  252.  (c)  2  T.  R.  159. 

(c)  15  M.  &  W.  657.  (/)  4  B.  &  C.  94. 


L0ED% 
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benefit  of  the  in&Dt,  the  contract  is  good  in  the  case  of        1848. 
an  infant  as  it  is  in  the  case  of  an  adult.    In  Wood  v.     x^  oum 
JFemciek  {a)y  the  Court  of  Exchequer  seemed  to  think        ,  j'- 
that  a  contract  of  hiring  and  service  for  wages  was  a 
contract  beneficial  to  and  binding  upon  an  infant,  though 
it  contained  clauses  for  referring  disputes  to  arbitration^ 
and  for  the  imposition  of  forfeitures  in  case  of  neglect  of 
duty,  to  be  deducted  from  the  wages. 

HuddlesUmy  in  reply. — In  the  case  of  Pithington  v. 
Scott  (b\  the  judgment  of  the  Court  proceeded  on  the 
terms  of  that  agreement,  which  are  very  different  from 
those  used  in  the  present  agreement.  The  observations 
made  in  Wood  y.  Fenwick  {a\  as  to  the  liability  of  in- 
fimtSy  were  not  necessary  to  the  decision  of  that  case. 
In  Carpe  v.  Overton  (c),  Tindal^  C.  J.,  said :  "  Accord- 
ing to  the  old  law,  as  laid  down  in  Coke  Littleton, 
172.  a.,  an  infant  is  not  bound  by  any  forfeiture  an* 
nexed  to  a  contract,  and  his  obligation  with  a  penalty, 
eyen  for  necessaries,  is  absolutely  yoid." 

Cur.  adv.  yult. 

Lord  Dekmak,  C.  J.,  how  deliyered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court — This  was  the  case  of  a  conviction  of  a 
flervant  for  unlawfully  absenting  himself  from  his  mas- 
ter's employ,  under  the  4  Geo.  4,  c  34.  The  servant 
was  an  infimt  at  the  time  of  entering  into  the  agree- 
ment. The  agreement  authorises  the  master  to  stop 
his  wages  at  any  time  when  the  steam^ngine  for  any 
reason  was  not  working,  but  contwis  no  provision 
which  renders  the  master  liable  to  provide  employment 
for  the  defendant,  or  to  pay  him  wages  when  unem'- 


(a)  10  M.  &  W.  105.  {h)  U  M.  &  W.  667^ 

(c)  10  Bing.  262. 

VOL.  m.  U    *  K.  S.  C. 
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ployed.  An  agreement  to  work  for  wages  may  be  for 
his  benefit^  but  an  agreement  to  compd  him  to  serve  at 
all  times,  leaving  the  master  free  to  stop  his  wages  at 
any  time,  camiot  be  so.  It  is  inequitable,  and  wholly 
vo^  aud  the  conviction  must  be  qlhed. 

Conviction  quashed  (a). 

(a)  Before   Lord  Dennuuiy  C.  J.,  PattSBony  Coleridgey  and 
Wightman^  Jb. 


July  12th, 


Under  the  sta- 
tute 7  &  8 
Vict.  c.  101, 
justices  bare 
jurisdiction  to 
make  an  order 
in  bastardy  on 
the  putatire 
father  of  an 
illegitimate 
child  bom  of  a 
married  wo- 
man, although 
the  statute  onl  j 
uses  the  words 
"  sinsle  wo- 
man/' 


The  Queen  v.  Benjamin  Collinowood,  Esq.,  and 

Another. 

JL  ABBY  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  certiorari  to 
bring  into  this  Court  an  order  in  bastardy,  made  under 
the  7  &  8  Vict  c.  101,  s.  3,  of  which  the  following  is  a 
copy : — 

'^  Borough  of  Abingdon,  in  the  county  of  Berks,  to  wit. — ^At 
a  petty  sessions  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  bo- 
rough of  Abingdon,  holden  in  and  for  the  borough  aforesaid,  in 
the  said  county  of  Berks,  at  the  police  office,  in  the  said  borough, 
on  the  14th  of  October,  1847,  before  us,  Benjamin  Collingwood, 
Esq.,  Mayor,  and  John  Tomkins,  Esq.,  two  of  her  Majesty's  jus- 
tices of  the  peace  for  the  said  county ;  Wheieas  one  Mary  Ann 
Bance  ( wife  of  Greoige  Ranee),  residbig  within  this  borough,  did, 
on  the  7th  of  October,  1847,  haying  been  delivered  of  a  nude  bas- 
tard child  on  the  2l8t  of  May,  1845,  make  application  to  Benja- 
min Collingwood,  Esq.,  Mayor,  and  one  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of 
the  peace  acting  for  this  borough,  for  a  summons  to  be  served  upon 
one  John  Huggins,  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  whom  she  aUe^ged 
to  be  the  fiither  of  the  said  child,  and  that  he,  the  said  J.  Hug- 
gins,  had,  within  twelve  months  after  the  birth  of  such  child,  paid 
money  for  its  maintenance,  and  the  said  justice  thereupon  issued 
his  summons  to  the  said  J.  Huggins  to  appear  at  a  petty  sessioiia 
to  be  holden  on  this  day  for  this  borough,  in  which  the  said  jus- 
tice usually  acts,  to  answer  her  complaint  touching  the  premises  ; 
And  whereas  the  said  J.  Huggins  having  been  duly  served  with 
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the  said  sammons  within  forty  days  from  this  day,  the  ume  hav- 
ing been  left  at  his  last  phice  of  abode  six  days  at  least  before  thb 
day,  as  is  now  proved  before  us,  and  the  said  Mary  Ann  Ranee 
having  now  applied  to  us  the  justices  in  petty  session  assembled 
for  an  order  upon  the  said  J.  Huggins,  according  to  the  form  of 
the  statute  in  snch  case  made  and  provided ;  And  it  being  now 
proved  to  us  that  the  said  child  was,  since  the  passing  of  an  act 
passed  in  the  eighth  year  of  the  reign  of  her  present  Majesty,  in* 
tatnled  **  An  Act  for  the  further  Amendment  of  the  Laws  relating 
to  the  Poor  in  England/^  that  is  to  say,  on  the2l8tof  May,  1846, 
bom  a  bastard,  of  the  body  of  the  said  Mary  Ann  Ranee ;  And  we 
having  heard  the  evidence  of  such  woman  upon  oath,  and  such 
other  evidence  as  she  hath  produced  upon  oath,  and  the  evidence 
«f  the  said  Mary  Ann  Ranee,  the  mother  of  the  said  child,  having 
been  corroborated  in  some  material  particular  by  other  testimony 
to  our  satisfaction,  do  hereby  adjudge  the  said  J.  Hoggins  to  be 
the  putative  fother  of  the  said  bastard  child;  and  having  regard  to 
•11  the  circumstances  of  this  caae^ — We  do  now  hereby  order  that 
the  said  J.  Huggins  do  pay  unto  the  said  Mary  Ann  Ranee,  the 
mother  of  the  said  bastard  child,  so  long  as  she  shall  live  and  be 
of  sound  mind,  and  shall  not  be  in  any  gaol  or  prison,  or  under 
sentence  of  ttansportation,  or  to  the  person  who  may  be  appoint* 
«d  to  have  the  custody  of  such  bastard  child,  under  the  provisions 
of  the  said  statute,  the  sum  of  one  shilling  and  sixpence  per  week, 
from  the  14th  of  October  instant  until  the  said  child  shall  attain 
tiie  age  of  thirteen  years,  or  shell  die,  or  the  said  Gleorge  Ranee  shall 
•gain  Mve  and  cohabit  with  his  said  .wife,  the  said  Maiy  Ann 
Ranee,  or  the  said  Mary  Ann  Ranee  shall  marry  again^  after  the 
decease  of  her  said  husband,  the  said  George  Ranee.  And  we  do 
hereby  further  order  the  said  J.  Huggins  to  pay  to  the  said  Mary 
Ann  Ranee  the  sum  of  eleven  shillings,  being  the  costs  incurred 
in  obtaining  this  order.  Given  under  our  hands  and  seals  at  the 
aeasiona  aforesaid.'' 


1848. 


The  QuBBK 

V. 

COLI^INC* 

WOOD. 


Godsansjid  Ccarrington  she  wed  cause  (a). — It  appears  on 
the  face  of  the  order  that  the  mother  of  the  bastard  child 
'  was  a  married  woman ;  and  the  objection  to  it  is,  that, 
aince  the  passing  of  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c«  101,  the  justices 
have  no  jurisdiction  to  make  such  an  order.  That  sta* 
tute,  in  section  2,  uses  the  term  '*  single  woman;"  and 
the  8  &  9  Vict,  a  10,  s.  1,  after  reciting  that  certain 


(a)  Before  Lord  Dwimaii,  C.  J.,  Patteion,  Wightman^  and 
Erie,  Js. 
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The  QuBKtr 

V, 
COLLINO- 

woo». 


questions  had  been  raised  as  to  the  validity  of  orders 
made  under  the  former  act,  enacts,  that  all  proceedings 
set  forth  "  according  to  the  forms  in  the  schedule  an- 
nexed, or  to  the  like  tenor  or  effect,  shall  be  valid  and 
sufficient  in  law^"  The  stat.  18  Eli2.  c.  3,  uses  the 
words,  ''  b^otten  and  bom  out  of  lawful  matrimony  ;** 
in  the  6  Gea  2,  c  31,  the  enactment  is>  '^  if  any  mtffk, 
woman  shall  be  delivered  of  a  bastard  child,''  &c. ;  and 
in  Itex  V.  Luffe  (a)>  the  Court  held  the  only  question 
under  those  statutes  to  be,  whether  the  child  was  by  law 
a  bastard.  Le  Blanc^  J.,  there  says,  '^  The  second  objeo 
tion  has  been  properly  abandoned ;  because  it  comes  in 
effect  to  this  question^  whether  a  child  proved  to  be  a 
bastard  be  not  the  same,  for  the  purpose  of  these  acts  of 
Parliament,  as  a  child  bom  out  of  matrimony,  or  bom  of 
a  mngle  woman?  To  be  sure  they  must  be  considered 
as  the  same  thing/'  That  case  was  followed  by  Rex  v. 
Tlbbenham  (ft),  where  it  was  held  that  a  married  woman 
in  the  absence  of  her  husband,  being  pregnant  with  a 
child  which  when  bom  would  be  by  law  a  bastard,  is  re- 
movable as  an  unmarried  woman,  under  the  35  Geo.  3, 
clOl. 


Parry,  contrA.— The  statute  7  &  8  Vict  c.  101, 
whidi  repeals  all  former  acts  on  the  subject,  uses  the 
phrase  "  if  any  singk  toaman  shall  be  delivered  of  a  bas^ 
tard,"  &a  ;  and  in  the  8  &  9  Vict  c  10,  the  expreseion 
9inffle  woman  is  repeated  in  all  the  forms  there  ^ven. 
The  legislature,  tiierefore,  has  expressly  limited  the  ope- 
ration of  the  statute,  and  the  reason  for  so  doing  might 
be  to  relieve  ma^strates  ftom  the  necessity  of  adjudicat- 
ing upon  nice  and  difficult  questions,  such  as  whether 
the  non-access  of  the  husband  was  such  as  to  make  the 
child  illegitimate  in  law  or  not.    The  difficulty  which 


(a)  8  East,  198. 


(6)  9  East,  388. 
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arose  under  the  terms  used  in  earlier  statutes  in  Bex  v. 
Litffie  (a),  and  Rex  V.  7y>benham  {b),  have  now  been  re- 
moved by  the  positive  words  of  an  act  of  Parliament.  If 
this  be  not  the  proper  constniction  of  the  act,  still  the 
order  would  be  defective,  for  not  alleging  non-access  on 
the  port  of  the  husband ;  because  the  ordinary  presump- 
tion is,  that  a  child  bom  of  a  married  woman  is  legiti- 
mate. The  order  is,  moreover,  irregular  in  another  re- 
spect. By  section  5,  the  time  during  which  the  order 
shall. continue  is  limited,  and  the  circumstances  which 
will  exonerate  the  putative  father  specified;  but  the  act 
nowhere  justifies  the  continuance  of  the  order  in  the 
manner  in  which  this  is  drawn  up,  namely,  till  the  hus- 
band shaU  return  and  cohabit  with  his  wife. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  D£NMAN,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court — ^The  single  question  is,  whether  a  married 
woman,  becoming  the  mother  of  an  illegitimate  child,  is 
within  the  7  &  8  Vict.  C  101,  which  authorises  the  jus- 
tices to  make  an  order  of  bastardy.  The  language  of  the 
statute  applies  only  to  a  single  woman,  so  did  the  Ian-  * 
guage  of  the  statute  6  Geo.  2,  c  31 ;  yet  Lord  Enen- 
boroughy  C.  J.,  and  the  whole  Court,  in  Rex  v.  Luffe  (a), 
held,  that  an  order  might  be  made  on  the  putative  father 
of  the  bastard  child  of  a  married  woman,  who  was  to  be 
considered  single  under  the  existing  circumstances  and 
for  that  purpose.  The  act  last  named  is  repealed,  in- 
deed, by  that  now  in  force;  but  the  authority  and  the 
reason  of  the  decision  remain  unimpaired,  and  the  law 
difierently  interpreted  would  &il  to  reach  a  very  large 
proportion  of  illegitimate  children.  We,  therefore,  think 
that  we  must  hold  this  order  good. 

Rule  discharged. 


1848. 

The  QusBN 

v. 
Colli  NO- 
WOOD. 


{a)  8  East,  108. 


(6)  9  Bast,  S88. 
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July  \Wi.  The  QuBEN  V.  The  Inhabitants  of  Glossop. 

On  appeal  X  HIS  was  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  magis- 

order!  made       trates  of  the  coonty  of  Chester,  dated  the  20th  of  July, 

i**'^^^e?ut'  ^^^^*  ^^^  *®  removal  of  Margaret  James,  widow  of 

9  &  10  Vict.  John  James,  and  her  four  children,  from  the  township 

removal  of  a  of  Mottram,  in  the  county  of  Chester,  to  the  parish  of 

whohalmded  Glossop,  in  the  county  of  Derby.     The  order  was  con- 

^"d^^JS ^^  firmed  by  consent,  without  hearing  evidence,  the  facts 

widow  in  the  and  acknowledgment  of  a  settlement  by  relief  in  the 

pari^for  appellant  parish  being  admitted,  subject  to  the  opinion 

more  than  fire  ^^f  ^^  Q^^^^  ^^  Queen*s  Bench  on  the  following  case  :— 

years  previona  ^*  o 

to  the  appUca-  The  examinations,  so  far  as  they  are  material,  proved 

warrant,  bat  that  the  husband  of  the  pauper  died  about  two  years 

bS  never  been  *o^  5  *^*  ^^^  ^*  place  of  settlement  was  in  the  appellant 

carried  into  parish,  in  right  of  his  father,  Samuel  James,  who  was  a 

effect  by  actual  ^^  .        ^.  . 

removal :—  Settled  inhabitant,  and  was  relieved  by  the  overseers  of 

aidenceaawife  the  poor  of  Glossop  in  and  aoout  1812,  the  said  John 

'^•'a  rwidenw  J*"^^  being  then  about  twelve  years  of  age,  and  forming 

aa  widow,  and  a  part  of  his  father's  &mily  residing  in  the  respondent 

per  irremoT-  township ;  that  Samuel  James  continued  to  re«de  there 

*^!fif«W  also  ^^*^  ^  death,  in  1837 ;  that  he  was  also  relieved  by 

that  anch  irre-  t^^  oversccrs  of  the  poor  of  GlossoD  ^foresaid  with  a  re- 
movability did  ,1/. 

not  create  a  gular  sum  of  money  weekly,  for  about  two  years  next  pre* 
^aJJnrt";  ceding  his  death,  and  his  widow  for  two  years  afterwards, 
inch  order.  fj^^  following,  SO  far  as  affects  the  present  case,  were 

the  grounds  of  appeal :  that  the  said  order  or  warrant  is 
null,  inoperative,  and  cannot  legally  be  executed,  nor  can 
the  pauper  therein  mentioned  be  lawfully  removed,  be- 
cause, from  1830  up  to  the  time  of  application  being 
made  for  the  said  order  or  warrant,  being  a  period  of 
five  years  and  upwards,  the  said  Margaret  James,  as  well 
during  the  lifetime  of  the  said  John  James,  her  late  hus- 
band, as  after  his  decease,  and  their  four  children,  in  the 
said  order  or  warrant  mentioned,  resided  in  the  parish  of 
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Mottram,  in  Longdendale,  in  the  said  county  of  Chester,        1848. 
to  wit,  in  your  township,  in  the  said  parish,  and  are    .^H^^^ 
therefore  irremovable  by  statute.    It  was  admitted,  that   ,  ,  ,  p- 

•^  InhtbitanUof 

notice  of  appeal  had  been  served  on  the  overseers  of  the  Gkossop. 
respondent  township  on  the  8th  of  August,  and  within 
twenty-one  days  after  the  making  of  the  said  order  of 
removal,  and  that  in  consequence  the  pauper  was  noit  re* 
moved  from  Mottram,  where  she  had  resided  for  upwards 
of  twenty  years.  It  was  also  admitted,  that  neither  her 
late  husband  nor  herself  had  ever  received  relief  from  the 
parish  of  Glossop,  and  that  on  the  8th  of  June  last  she 
became  chargeable  to  the  said  township  of  Mottram,  and 
continued  so  chai^eable  until  the  making  of  the  said 
order  of  removaL 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  are,  whe- 
ther on  the  facts  stated  in  these  examinations  the  said 
pauper  and  her  four  children  may  be  removed  from  Mot- 
tram to  Glossop  under  the  order  of  removal  in  question, 
or  whether,  since  the  passmg  of  the  9  &  1 0  Vict,  c  66,' they 
are  irremovable,  and  whether  the  appellants  had  a  right 
of  appealing  before  actual  removal,  inasmuch  as  they  rely 
on  the  applicability  of  the  statute,  and  do  not  deny  the 
paupers'  statement  in  their  grounds  of  appeal.  If  the 
Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  paupers  may  be  re- 
moved from  Mottram,  or  that  the  appellants  could  not 
avul  themselves  of  the  statute  before  removal,  then  the 
said  order  of  sessions  to  be  confirmed ;  but,  if  the  Court 
should  be  of  a  contrary  opinion,  then  the  said  order  of 
sessions  to  be  quashed. 

Pickering y  in  support  of  the  order  (a), — This  order  was 
made  on  the  20th  July,  1846,  and  the  stat.  9  &  10  Vict 
c.  66,  passed  on  the  26th  of  August  in  the  same  year. 
No  removal  has  taken  place  under  this  order,  and  it  may 
be  admitted  that  no  removal  can  now  in  fact  take  place : 

(a)  Before  Lord  Denman^  C.  J.,  Pattesofiy  Wightmatiy  and 
Erlcy  Js. 
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1848.  Bex  y.  WtOonghby  (a).  The  order  was  valid  at  the  time 
The  QuBBN  ^^  ^^  made;  and  the  appellants  having  appealed  on  the 
inhabitanta  f  ^^'^^  ^^  ^^^  order  might  have  contested  the  settlement 
Glouop.  on  such  appeal,  but  could  not  avail  themselves  of  a  new 
right  of  appeal,  which  was  created  by  a  statute  which  was 
passed  after  the  order  was  made.  The  words  of  the  sta- 
tute are,  "  that  from  and  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  no 
person  shall  be  removed,  nor  shall  any  warrant  of  re» 
moval  be  granted  for  the  removal  of  any  person,  from  any 
parish  in  which  such  person  shall  have  resided  for  five 
years  next  before  the  application  for  the  warrant.*^  These 
words  are  clearly  prospective,  and  cannot  apply  to  an 
order  made  before  the  passing  of  the  act  As  to  the 
second  point,  the  pauper  here  resided  in  the  respondent 
parish  partly  as  a  married  woman  and  partly  as  awidow. 
The  act  did  not  contemplate  such  a  state  of  things,  but 
requires  a  residence  for  the  whole  time  in  her  own  right 

Efferion,  contrit. — The  provisiokis  of  the  statute  apply 
both  to  the  making  of  and  execution  of  the  order,  and 
as  it  is  dear  that  these  provisions,  after  five  years'  resi- 
dence, will  prevent  the  execution,  it  is  submitted  that 
they  may  form  a  ground  of  appeal  against  the  order 
itself;  indeed,  it  would  be  a  great  hardship  upon  the 
appellants  if  they  were  not  permitted  to  roly  upon  this 
statute,  as  the  order,  if  confirmed,  will  be  evidence 
against  the  appellants  at  any  time  hereafter.  The  ques- 
tion was  raised,  though  not  decided,  in  Regina  v.  The 
Justices  of  Middlesex  {b).  As  to  the  other  pointy  there 
has  been  a  residence  for  five  years  in  the  respondent 
parish,  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  statute,  the  words  of  which 
aro,  ^'  shall  have  resided,"  and  it  is  not  necessary  that 
such  residence  should  be  in  the  same  right 

Cur.  adv.  vult 
(o)  4  A.  &  E.  143.  {b)  16  L.  J.,  (M.  C),  135. 
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LordDENUAN,  C.J.,  BOW  delivered  the  judgment  of  the        1848. 
Court — In  this  case  the  question  was  raised,  whether    j^  quxxiv 
residence  as  widow  would  coalesce  vrith  residence  as  wife   ,  .  .  .^  ^    . 

Inhabitants  of 

to  complete  the  five  years'  residence  required  for  irremov-  Glosbop. 
abilitj,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  it  would.  Such  resi- 
denceiswithin  thetermsof  the  statute — ^it  is,  ^'residence;" 
and  we  see  no  reason  why  full  effect  should  not  be  given 
to  the  meaning  of  that  word.  The  question  also  was 
raised,  whether  the  statute  created  a  ground  of  appeal 
against  an  order  of  removal  made  before  the  statute,  and 
valid  at  the  time  it  was  made,  by  reason  that  the  pauper 
had  become  irremovable  before  the  time  the  appeal  was 
heard ;  and  we  think  this  question  ought  to  be  answered 
in  the  negative.  The  appeal  was  given  by  the  13  &  14 
Car.  2,  to  any  person  aggrieved  by  the  judgment  of  the 
two  justices.  Now,  the  order  offered  no  ground  of  com- 
plaint, having  been  valid  when  made,  and  not  having  been 
acted  on  by  removing,  since  the  statute  had  taken  away 
the  power  of  removing.  As  the  statute  provides  that 
no  person  shall  be  removed,  and  tiiat  no  warrant  shall  be 
granted,  it  appears  to  us  that  effect  can  only  be  given  to 
both  clauses  by  deciding  that  the  pauper  may  become  irre- 
movable, altliough  a  valid  order  existed.  The  sessions^ 
llierefore,  did  right  in  confirming  the  order.  But  as  the 
order  is  not  to  be  acted  upon,  and  the  only  use  of  the 
confirmation  is  as  evidence  of  the  settiement  in  case  the 
question  should  arise  hereafter,  and  as  the  circumstances 
are  peculiar,  we  would  suggest  that  the  entry  of  the  judg- 
ment by  some  such  expression  as  ^'  order  confirmed,  al- 
though the  pauper  has  since  it  was  made  become  irre- 
movable under  it,"  would  explain  the  matter  in  case  it 
should  be  necessary  hereafter  to  recur  to  it 

Order  of  sessions  confirmed* 
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July  12th. 


It  IB  not  neces- 
sary that  each 
examination  on 
which  an  order 
of  removal  is 
founded  should 
contain  a  sepa- 
rate heading. 
It  is  sufficient 
if  the  heading 
of  the  first  con- 
tain the  names 
of  all  the  wit- 
nesses, and  the 
statement  of 
each  witness 
refers  to  such 
heading.     • 


The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  St.  Michabl's, 

COVBNTBT. 

vJN  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices,  for  the 
removal  of  Daniel  Adkins^  his  wife,  and  three  diildren, 
from  the  parish  of  Leamington  Priors  to  the  parish  of 
Coventry,  the  sessions  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  a 
case. 

The  examinations  on  which  the  order  was  founded 
commenced  as  follows : — 

*^  County  of  Warwick,  to  wit. — The  ei^amination  of  Daniel 
Adkins,  painter,  at  present  residing  in  the  parish  of  Leamington 
Priors,  in  the  said  county,  and  of  Richard  Croyden,  assistant- 
overseer  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  Leamington  Priors,  and 
James  Thomas  Harcourt,  relieving  officer  of  the  Leamington 
Priors  district,  in  the  Warwick  Union,  hoth  of  Leamington 
Priors  aforesaid,  touching  the  last  place  of  legal  settlement  of 
the  said  D.  Adkins,  taken  on  oath  before  us,  two  of  her  Majesty's 
justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  county,  at  Leamington 
Priors,  in  the  said  county,  this  19th  day  of  August,  1846,  upon 
a  certain  complaint  of  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the 
said  parish  of  Leamington  Priors  unto  us,  that  the  said  D.  Ad- 
kins,  with  his  wife  and  three  children,  have  come  to  inhabit,  and 
are  now  inhabiting  in  the  said  parish,  not  having  gained  a  settle- 
ment therein,  nor  produced  any  certificate  acknowledging  them- 
selves to  be  settled  elsewhere,  and  that  the  said  D.  Adkins  isnow 
actually  chargeable  to  the  said  parish. 

*^  The  said  D.  Adkins,  on  his  oath,  saith.  (Then  followed  hia 
depo8ition.}-~Taken  and  sworn  by  the  said  D.  Adkins,  the  day 
and  year  and  at  the  place  above  written,  before  us  the  justices 
aforesaid.  H.  T.  Chamberlain,  R.  Likorish. — Signed,  D.  Adkins. 

'*  The  said  Richard  Croyden,  on  his  oath,  saith.  (Then  fol- 
lowed his  deposition.) — ^Taken  and  sworn  the  day  and  year  and 
at  the  place  above  written,  before  us  the  justices  aforesaid.  H. 
T.  Chamberlain,  R.  Likorish.— Signed,  R.  Croyden. 

«  The  said  J.  T.  Harcourt  (similarly).' 


f» 


The  appellants  objected  in  one  of  their  grounds  of  ap- 
peal, that  ^'  the  order  is  bad  and  illegal,  because  it  does  not 
shew  that  the  said  justices  had  jurisdiction  to  make  the 
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same ;  and  that  the  examinatioiifl  on  which  it  is  grounded        1848. 
are  incomplete,  insufficient,  imperfect,  and  defective,  be-     ^ie  Qvsbn 
cause  they  do  not  set  forth  or  shew  that  they  were  taken  «• 

1  .       .  .  .     ,  .  Inhabitants  of 

before  justices  having  jurisdiction  and  authority  to  take  St. 

thp  Ramp  "  Michakl's, 

ine  same.  Cov»ntby. 

On  the  trial  of  the  appeal^  it  was  contended,  on  behalf 
of  the  appellants,  that  the  examinations  on  which  the 
order  was  made  did  not  appear  to  be  separately  perfect 
and  complete ;  and  that  each  of  the  examinations  mate- 
rial to  support  the  order  did  not  shew,  without  refer- 
ence to  any  other  examination,  that  it  was  taken  before 
justices  who  had  authority  to  take  it,  and  that  the  exar 
minations,  therefore,  were  defective  and  bad,  and  insuf- 
ficient to  support  the  order. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  was,  whe-  « 

ther  the  examinations  aredefective  on  the  objection  taken 
at  the  triaL  If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  in  the 
affirmative,  then  the  order  of  removal  and  order  of  ses- 
sions to  be  quashed ;  if  not,  both  orders  to  be  confirmed. 

Hayes  and  Biitlestony  in  support  of  the  order  of  ses- 
sions (a). 

MeUor  and  Sir  E.  Wilmoty  contr^  relied  on  Regina 
V.  RatcUffe   Cidey  (ft),    and  Regina  v.  Sliipstan-upon" 

Stour  (c). 

Cur.  adv.  vult 


Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court. — ^In  this  case  there  was  one  heading  for  the 
examination  of  several  witnesses,  containing  all  their 
names  and  all  the  requisites  for  a  heading,  and  the  state- 
ment of  each  witness  referred  to  the  heading,  his  name 


\ 


(a)  Before    Lord    Denman,        (J>)  2  New  Seas.  Cas.  352. 
C.  J.,  Cokndge  and  J&'le,  Js.  (e)  1  New  Seas.  Cas.  230. 


262  NEW  SESSIONS  CASES, 

1848.       being  stated  as  the  said  name^  and  the  objection  was. 

The  QuBBN    ^^^^  there  ought  to  be  a  separate  heading  repeated  for 

«•  each  witness ;  but  there  is  no  authority  for  such  an  ob- 

Inhabitanti  of  .       .  ,        . 

St.         jection,  and  we  think  it  ought  not  to  be  sustained.    The 
CoTBNTaT.    order  oi  sessions,  therefore,  is  confirmed. 

Orders  confirmed. 


July  12.       The  QusEN  r.  The  Inhabitants  of  St.  Mart,  WHrrs- 

CHAPEL. 

vJN  appeal  agwist  an  order  of  two  justices  of  the 


Stat  9  &  10 

^2*'e^',  county  of  Surrey  (dated  11th  August,  1846),  for  the 
that "  no  wo-    removal  of  Sarah  Badman,  widow,  and  her  five  chil- 

man  refiding  in 

any  parish  with  dren,  from  the  parish  of  St.  Mary  Magdalen,  Bermond- 
the  time  of  hif  <^7>  i^  ^^  ^d  county,  to  the  parish  of  St.  Mary^ 
renwv«d*^or  Whitechapel,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  the  sessions 
shaU  any  war-   confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court 

rant  be  granted  i      «  ^       . 

for  her  r«moyal  on  the  following  case : — 

riah^for  twelve       William  Badman,  the  husband  of  the  pauper,  was 

SjTt^n^t  ^'■^''^  ^°  ^'^^  r™^  "f  St-  Mary  Magdalen,  Ber- 
after  hia  death,  mondsey,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  which  took  place  on 

a  widow."  The  the  6th  June,  1846.  His  now  widow,  the  pauper,  was 
opcre^n*26th  ^"681^^  with  him  in  the  said  parish  at  the  time  of  hia 
^^^H^^^'  deatL  On  the  11th  August,  in  the  same  year,  an 
though  an  order  Order  was  made,  by  two  justices^  for  the  removal  of  the 
ofapaaper  pauper  and  her  five  children  from  the  said  parish  of 
brfolJ' thS^  .  ^*-  ^'^  Magdalen  to  the  said  parish  of  St.  Mary, 
ing  of  the  act,  Whitechapel,  as  the.place  of  their  legal  settlement  A 
order,  yet  the  copy  of  the  said  order,  together  with  a  copy  of  the 
tbepanperirre-  G^&Q^infttions,  and  a  notice  of  chargeability,  were  duly 

movable  under 

it,  and,  the 

pauper  having  been  removed  under  it  after  the  passing  of  the  act,  tliat  luch  irremovability 

was  a  good  ground  of  appeal  against  the  order. 
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served  on  tiie  parish  officers  of  St.  Mary,  Whitechapel, 
on  the  same  day.  On  the  26th  of  the  same  month  of 
Aagust,  the  act  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  669  came  into  operation. 
Oil  the  3id  September,  in  the  same  year,  the  pauper 
and  her  five  children  were  removed  by  virtue  of  the 
said  order.  On  die  Ist  October,  in  the  same  year, 
notice  and  grounds  of  appeal  against  the  said  order  were 
sent  by  the  parish  officers  of  St  Mary,  Whitechapel, 
to  the  parish  officers  of  St.  Mary  Magdalen,  and  the 
appeal  was  heard,  after  adjournment,  at  the  next  Epi* 
phany  Sessions  for  the  county  of  Surrey.  The  pauper 
had  ccmtinued  to  reside  since  her  husband's  death,  and 
at  the  time  of  her  removal  under  the  said  order  was 
residing,  in  the  parish  of  St.  Mary  Magdalen;  and 
during  all  that  time  had  remained  a  widow,  and  un** 
married. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  the  pauper's  settle*- 
ment  in  St  Mary,  Whitechapel,  was  not  disputed; 
but  it  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  appellants,  that 
the  pauper  was  rendered  irremovable  by  the  operation 
of  ike  9  &  10  Vict  c  66,  s.  2.  On  behalf  of  die  re- 
^Mmdents,  it  was  contended,  first,  that  the  provisions 
of  the  said  act,  with  reference  to  widows,  are  not  retn>- 
speotive,  and  that,  as  the  pauper  had  become  a  widow 
before  the  passing  of  the  act,  she  was  removable ;  and, 
secondly,  that  if  the  said  act  was  retrospective^  and  the 
pauper  therefore  was  not  removable,  yet  that  the  order 
of  removal  having  been  good  and  valid  at  tiie  time  when 
it  was  made,  such  irremovability  did  not  render  the 
order  invalid,  and  was  no  ground  for  quashing  it  on 
appeaL 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  are, 
first,  whether  tiie  pauper  was,  under  the  circum- 
stances stated,  irremovable  at  the  time  when  the  re- 
moval took  place ;  and,  secondly,  whether,  if  she  was 
then  irremovable,  such  irremovability  was  a  ground  for 
quashing  the  said  order  on  appeaL     If  this  Court  shall 


18-18. 


The  QuBEK 

V. 

Inhabitants  of 

St.  MARr> 

White- 

CHAPBL* 


Whitb- 

CHAPBL. 
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1848.        be  of  opinioa  that  the  pauper^  under  the  circumstances 

m  QuBBK    ****®^  w*5  removable  at  the  time  when  the  removal 

V.  took  place,  or  that,  although  not  then  removable,  such 

Inhtbitants  of    ,  i.-         xi_  •j 

St^Maky,  urremovabuity  was  no  ground  for  quashing  the  said 
order,  in  either  or  both  of  these  cases  the  order  of 
sessions  is  to  be  confirmed ;  but  if  this  Court  shall  be 
of  opinion  that  the  pauper  was  irremovable  at  the  tinie 
the  removal  took  place,  and  also  that  soch^irremovability 
was  good  ground  for  quashing  the  sold  order,  then  the 
order  of  sessions  is  to  be  quashed* 

JVaUinger  and  Knapp,  in  support  of  the  order  of  ses* 
sions  (a). — There  are  two  questions  for  the  considera-' 
tion  of  the  Court,  and  the  appellants  must  make  out 
both  :-^first,  was  the  pauper  irremovable  in  law  at  the 
time  she  was  removed  under  the  order?  secondly,  can 
the  appellants  shew  such  irremovability  as  a  ground  of 
appeal  against  an  order  which  was  valid  when  it  was 
made?  The  first  question  depends  upon  the  construe^ 
tion  to  be  put  upon  the  2nd  section  of  the  stat.  9  &  10 
Vict  c.  66 ;  and  it  is  submitted  that  that  section  is  not 
retrospective,  and  therefore  cannot  apply  to  a  widow 
who  was  residing  with  her  husband  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  wluch  took  place  before  the  statute.  At  the 
time  the  order  was  made,  the  parish  had  a  right  to  re- 
move this  pauper,  and  such  right  is  analogous  to  a  right 
of  action ;  and  a  statute  will  never  be  construed  to  take 
away  a  right  of  action,'  except  there  are  express  words : 
GUbnore  v.  Sho&ter  (6),  Couch  v.  JeffrieB  (c),  WWunsan  v. 
Meyer  {(I),  Vin.  Abr.  Stat  E.  1621.  In  Taioler  v* 
Chatterton{e\  tixe  words  were  expressly  applicable  to  a 
case  tried  after  the  passing  of  tiie  statute ;  and  so  also 
Hodghkuon  v.  Wyatt{fy    TJiis  statute,  in  the  2nd.8ec« 

(a)  Before  Lord  Dmrnany  C.  (c)  4  Barr.  2460. 

J.,  PaUetott^  Wightman,  and  (d)  2  Lord  Raym.  1350. 

ErUy  Js.  (e)  6  Bing.  258. 

(i)  2  Mod.  310.  (/)  4  Q,  B.  R.  74f). 
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tion,  uses  the  word  ''residing,"  which  must  apply  to 
cases  after  the  passing  of  the  statute;  while  the  1st 
section  uses  the  words  "  shall  have  resided,''  which  may 
have  a  retrospective  effect.  Secondly,  supposing  the 
e&ond  section  to  be  retrospective,  the  proper  mode  of 
objecting  to  the  removal  is  not  by  appeal  The  appeal 
can  only  be  against  the  order,  which  was  valid  at  the 
time  it  was  made.  The  statutes  which  give  the  power 
of  appeal  are,  13  &  14  Car.  2,  c.  12,  &  2;  3  &  4  Will. 
&  M.  c  11,  8.  10;  8  4&  9  Will.  &  M.  c  30,  &  6;  and 
the  appeal  is  against  the  judgment  of  the  two  justices, 
or  against  the  order  of  removal  In  2  NoL  240,  it 
is  stated^  that  the  proper  subject  of  an  appeal  is  an 
adjudication*  In  Regina  v.  Brixham  (a),  and  Reffina  v. 
Mylor{li)j  the  order  was  never  available,  because  the 
lequirites  of  the  statute  had  not  been  complied  with. 
No  appeal  is  given  against  a  pass  warrant;  and  the 
legislature  may  not  have  thought  it  worth  while  to 
give  an  appeal  against  removals  under  circumstances 
like  the  present,  because  they  must  be  so  few  in 
number. 


1848. 
The  QuKBN 

Inliabitants  of 

St.  Maay, 

Whitb* 

CBAPBL. 


PashJey,  contrd« — The  word  *'  residing,''  in  the  second 
section,  is  only  a  description  of  the  woman,  and  does  not 
point  to  time  at  all.  The  first  section  may  clearly  have 
a  retrospective  effect;  and  the  same  construction  ought 
to  be  put  upon  the  two  sections.  A  retrospective  effect 
nay  be  given  to  a  statute  either  by  express  words  or 
necessary  implication :  Ktnff  v.  Simnumds  and  others  (c), 
Doe  d.  The  Hospital  of  Queen  Elizabeth,  Bristoly  v.  Nor- 
ton (d),  HodgMnson  v.  Wyatt  (e),  Butler  and  Baker's 
case  (/),   Doe  d.  Evans  v.  Page  {g\  Doe  d.  Juhes  v. 


(a)  8  A.  &  £.  375. 
\h)  3  New  Sess.  Cas.  82. 
(c)  7  Q^  B.  R.  289. 
(i)  11  M.  &  W.  913. 


{e)  4  Q.  B.  R.  749. 

(/)  3  R.  68. 

{g)  6  Q.  B.  R.  767. 


Whitb- 

CHAFBL. 
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1848.         Sumner  {ay     Secondly,   under  the  old  law  the  actaal 
_^"2    "      removal  of  the  pauper  was  the  grievance  to  be  appealed 
V.  agamst;  Reginay.  The  Justices  of  Salop  {li)\  but  since 

St.  Mart,  the  stat  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  the  making  and  serving 
of  the  order,  with  the  notice  of  chai^eability,  consti- 
tutes a  sufficient  grievance  to  warrant  an  appeal;  Be-^ 
gina  v.  The  Justices  of  Yorkshire  (c);  and  now  there 
may  be  an  appeal  against  either:  Begina  v.  771^  Re^ 
carder  of  Leeds  {d).  This  case  is  governed  by  Begina  Vr 
Brixham{e\  and  indeed  is  much  stronger;  for  the 
order  here  cannot  be  carried  into  effect,  except  in  direct 
violation  of  the  law. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Dekman,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court — In  this  case  a  valid  order  of  removal  was 
made  before  the  passing  of  the  statute,  and  the  removal 
took  place  after  that  time.  The  pauper  had  become  a 
widow  on  the  6th  June,  1846,  before  the  passing  of  the 
act,  and  was  removed  on  the  3rd  September,  1846.  The 
sessions  confirmed  the  order  of  removal,  subject  to  two 
questions,  of  which  we  take  the  effect,  and  not  the  predse 
terms.  First,  was  the  pauper  irremovable  by  stat.  9  & 
K)  Vict  c  66,  s.  2,  enacting  that  ''no  woman,  residing 
in  any  parish  with  her  husband  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
shall  be  removed,  nor  shall  any  warrant  be  granted  for 
her  removal  from  such  parish,  for  twelve  calendar  months 
next  after  his  death,  if  she  so  long  continue  a  widow." 
It  was  said  that  the  operation  of  the  statute  was  confined 
to  persons  who  had  become  widows  aft;er  the  act  passed, 
and  that  the  presumption  against  a  retrospective  statute 
being  intended  supported  this  construction ;  but  we  have 
before  shewn  that  the  statute  is  in  its  direct  operation 

(a)  14  M.  &  W.  99.  (<Q  2  New  Sess.  Cas.  695  ;  8 

(ft)  6  Dowl.  P.  C.  28.  Q.  B.  R.  623. 

(c)  2  Dowl.  &  L.  488.  («}  8  A.  &  £.  376. 


TRINITY  VACATION,  12  VICT. 


267 


prospective  (a),  as  it  relates  to  fiiture  removals  only,  and 
that  it  is  not  properly  called  a  retrospective  statute,  be- 
cause a  part  of  tlie  requisites  for  its  action  is  drawn  from 
time  antecedent  to  its  passing.  The  clause  is  general, 
to  prevent  all  removals  of  the  widows  described  therein 
after  the  passing  of  the  act  The  description  of  the 
widow  does  not  at  all  refer  to  the  time  when  she  became 
widow;  and  we  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  pauper 
was  irremovable  at  the  time  she  was  removed. 

The  second  question  is,  whether  the  removal  of  a  per- 
son, 80  rendered  irremovable,  forms  a  good  ground  of 
appeal  against  an  order  of  removal  valid  at  the  time  it 
was  made.  The  circumstances  raising  this  question  are 
80  peculiar,  that  former  authorities  afford  small  assistance 
for  deciding  it.  On  the  one  hand,  the  appeal  is  to  be 
against  the  judgment  of  the  justices,  and,  as  that  was 
valid,  an  appeal  against  it  ought  not  to  be  sustained ;  see 
Segina  v.  Ghssop  (b)»  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  pau- 
per was  irremovable,  there  is  a  grievance  arising  from 
tlie  Older,  which  cannot  be  redressed  so  conveniently  in 
any  other  way  as  by  appeal  On  the  whole,  it  appears 
to  us  that  justice  would  be  best  effected  by  adjud^g 
that  the  appeal  should  be  allowed,  on  the  ground  tiiat 
the  removal  after  the  statute  was  illegal,  although  the 
order  of  removal,  being  before  the  statute,  was  valid. 
As  the  judgment  of  the  sessions  was  in  favour  of  the 
respondents,  and  the  judgment  that  appears  to  us  right 
would  be  in  favour  of  the  appellants,  we  decide  that  the 
judgment  of  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  should  be 
reversed,  in  the  manner  above  stated. 


1848. 


The  QuBEN 

Inhabitants  of 

St.  Mart, 

Whitb- 

CHAPBL. 


Order  of  sessions  quashed. 


(a)  See  R^gina  v.  Saffwdy  post,  2^6.  (b)  Ante,  p.  256. 
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'  July  12.  The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Halifax. 

A  pauper,  wbo  vJN  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices,  dated  the 
in  H.  for  deven  ^^^  December,  1846,  for  the  removal  of  Hannah  Hume, 
To^e'lSth  widow,  and  her  five  children  from  the  parish  of  Halifax, 
January,  1845,  in  the  West  Biding  of  Yorkshire,  to  the  parish  of  Aln- 

on  that  day  be-       .  •        •  a 

camecbaige-  wick,  in  the  countj  of  Northumberland^  the  sessions 
remoTdi  tok.    <iuashed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court 

under  an  order    up^^  the  followinff  Case  : — 
of  remoTU,  *  ° 

which  was  un-  The  pauper  was  married,  about  twelve  years  before 
aga^.  Sh«  the  present  order  of  removal,  to  her  late  husband,  John 
flfinS*^  Hume,  who  died  in  Halifax,  on  the  13th  of  January, 
she  left  her        1845,  Icaviufic  the  pauper,  his  widow,  and  five  children. 

fumiturey  and 

retained  the  Since  her  marriage,  the  pauper  always  resided  with  her 

mJined  in  aT  husband,  up  to  the  time  of  his  death,  in  the  township  of 

db  t^^  Halifax,  and  continued  to  reside  there  till  the  25th  of 

which  time  she  January,  1845,  when,  having  become  with  her  family 

was  relieved  by  ,  i         /» 

that  parish.  chargeable  to  Halifax,  she  was  removed,  by  an  order  of 
turned^  h'  justiccs,  dated  the  25th  of  January,  1845,  to  the  parish  of 
and  took  poB-     Alnwick,  and  delivered,  under  the  last^mentioned  order, 

session  of  her  7-7 

cottage.  She  on  the  1st  of  March,  1845,  to  one  of  the  overseers  of 
receive  relief  Alnwick.  The  said  order  of  the  25th  of  January,  1845, 
thc°4thNovem-  ^hich  was  unappealed  against,  (a  copy  of  which  was  aa- 
ber,  1846,  when  nexed  to,  and  formed  part  of,  the  case),  formed  the  ground 

she  again  be-  /^  o 

came  charge-      of  removal  under  the  present  order.     It  was  made  by 
was  removed      two  justices  of  the  Wcst  Riding  of  Yorkshire,  and  was  in 
dat^  iSS'^De-  *^®  usual  form,  adjudging  the  settlement  of  the  pauper 
cember,  1846,    to  be  in  the  parbh  of  Alnwick.    It  concluded  thus : — 
that  the  re.  ^'  Given  under  our  hands  and  seals  (not  saying  where) 

STder  £e  fint .  "  ^^is  25th  day  of  January,  1845. 

order  was  a  u  Q^^j^  PoLLAHD,  (l.  8. ) 

disruption  of  ^  \  r 

the  residence  "J.  R  BalPH,  (l.  8.)" 

and  inhabit- 
ancy, and  that  the  pauper  was  not  rendered  irremovable  by  stat.  9  &  10  Viet.  e.  66,  s.  1. 

if  eld  also,  that  the  examinations  need  not  negative  that  the  chargeability  was  occasioned 
by  sickness  or  acoideat. 

Held  also,  that  an  order  of  removal  unappealed  sgainst  is  not  bad,  because  it  does  not 
state  the  place  where  it  was  made. 
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The  order  of  the  12th  of  December,  1846,  (the  sub-  1848. 
jeet  of  the  present  appeal),  recited  the  complaint  of  x^^g  qubkn 
diargeability  in  the  usual  way,  and  also  that  "  the  ,  ,  ,  ^* 
said  Hannah  Hume  and  her  said  five  children  have  Halifax. 
not  resided  in  the  said  township  of  Halifax  for  five 
years  next  before  the  application  for  tliis  warrant;" 
and  purported  to  be  given  under  the  hands  and  seals 
of  two  justices  *<at  Hali&x,  in  the  said  riding*"  The 
parish  of  Alnwick  is  in  a  union  called  the  Alnwick 
Union.  The  pauper  remained  at  Alnwick  from  the 
1st  of  March  to  the  19th  of  March,  1845,  and  during 
all  that  time  was  chargeable  to  the  said  parish  of  AIn-* 
wick,  and  received  relief  out  of  the  workhouse  from  the 
guardians  of  the  said  union.  While  she  was  at  Alnwick, 
the  guardians  of  the  said  union  offered  her  Ts,  6d.  per 
week  if  she  would  return  to  Halifax,  and  another  addi- 
tional sum  of  3/.  for  her  expenses  in  returning  there* 
The  pauper  had  always  been  desirous  of  returning  to 
Halifax,  where  her  friends  lived,  and  agreed  to  take  the 
money,  without  which  Ae  could  not  have  gone  back  to 
the  respondent  township.  She  accordingly  received  the 
32.,  and  7s,  6d.  besides,  for  one  week's  allowance  in  ad- 
vancej  returned  to  Halifax,  and  continued  after  her  re- 
turn, until  the  4th  of  November,  1846,  to  receive  the 
weekly  allowance  from  the  guardians  of  Alnwick,  as 
they  had  promised  her.  Upon  her  husband's  death,  she 
paid  the  rent  for  a  house  in  which  she  liv^  at  Halifax, 
and,  on  her  removal  to  Alnwick,  under  the  order  of  the 
25th  of  January,  1845,  she  left  the  furniture  in  it  and 
kept  the  key  of  it  while  she  remained  at  Aluwick,  and 
took  possession  of  it  again  on  her  return  to  Halifax. 
When  the  guardians  of  Alnwick,  on  the  4th  of  Novem- 
ber, 1846,  discontinued  their  weekly  allowance  to  the 
pauper,  she  became  with  her  family  chargeable  to  the 
respondent  township,  and  received  relief  accordingly. 

The  grounds  of  appeal  which  are  material  to  tlie  pre- 

x2 
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1848.        sent  case  are  as  follow: — 1.  That  the  examinationB 

The  QuBBM    "^^^^^^0^  ^^  8wd  order  was  made  are  bad  and  insuffi- 

?•       ,  dent  on  the  face  thereof,  and  fail  to  shew,  by  sufficient 

Inhabitants  of 

Halifax,  statement  of  facts  and  by  proper  and  legal  evidence  of 
such  facts,  that  the  said  Hannah  Hume  and  her  said 
five  children  were,  at  the  time  when  the  said  examina- 
tions were  taken  and  the  said  order  was  made»  lawfully 
settled  in  our  said  township  of  Alnwick.  2.  That  the 
said  examination  also  fidls  to  shew»  by  sufficient  state- 
ment of  facts,  that  the  said  Hannah  Hume  and  her  said 
five  children  were,  at  the  time  when  the  said  examina- 
tions were  taken  and  the  said  order  was  made,  actually 
chaigeable  to  your  said  township  of  Ha£fax ;  and  that 
if  tiie  said  examinations  show  the  said  Hannah  Hume 
and  her  said  five  children  to  have  been  so  chargeable, 
they  fail  and  omit  to  show  how  the  sud  Hannah  Hume 
and  her  said  five  children  became  so  chargeable,  and 
whether  they  or  any  of  tiiem  became  so  chargeable  in 
respect  of  relief,  made  necessary  by  sickness  or  acddent, 
to  the  said  Hannah  Hume  or  any  of  the  said  five  chil- 
dren; and  that  the  justices  who  granted  the  said  order 
or  warrant  do  not  state  therein  that  they  are  satisfied 
that  any  such  sickness  or  accident  will  produce  perma- 
nent disability.  3.  That,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of 
the  said  order  or  warrant  of  removal,  the  said  paupers 
were  irremovable  from  your  siud  township  of  Halifax, 
in  consequence  of  having  resided  in  your  said  township 
for  five  years  next  before  the  application  for  the  sud 
order  or  warrant  of  removal,  after  excluding  in  the  com- 
putation of  such  time  the  time  during  which  the  said 
paupers  have  been  receiving  relief  from  any  parish,'  or 
have  been  wholly  or  in  part  maintained  by  any  rate  or 
subscription  nuscd  in  any  parish  in  which  the  said  pau- 
pers have  not  been  residing,  not  being  a  bona  fide  cha- 
ritable gift. 
The  appellants,  under  the  first-mentioned  ground  of 
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appeal,  objected  that  the  former  order  of  removal,  of  the         1848. 
25th  of  January,  1845,  did  not  appear  to  have  been    ^^  qukem 
made  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices  who  made   .  ,  ,  ?• 

rrii  •  1  <■       Inliabitants  of 

it  The  sessions  overruled  the  objection.  The  appel-  Halifax. 
lantSy  imder  the  second  ground  of  appeal,  objected  that 
the  examinations  failed  to  show  that  the  pauper  and  her 
family  had  not  become  chargeable  to  the  respondent 
township  in  respect  of  relief,  made  necessary  by  sick- 
ness or  accident^  to  the  sdd  pauper  or  to  any  one  of  her 
sidd  children ;  and  that  the  justices  who  granted  the 
said  order  of  the  12th  of  December,  1846,  did  not  state 
therein  that  they  are  satisfied  that  any  such  sickness  or 
accident  will  produce  permanent  disability.  The  pau- 
per, in  her  examination,"  stated  that  one  of  her  children 
was  afflicted  with  an  idcer,  but  that  the  relief  in  respect 
of  which  she  had  become  chargeable  was  not  in  respect 
of  that  one  of  her  children.  The  sessions  overruled  the 
objection.  The  appellants  also  objected,  under  the  third 
ground  of  appeal,  that  the  said  pauper  and  her  family 
were  irremovable  from  the  respondent  township  in  con- 
sequence of  having  resided  therein  for  five  years  next 
before  the  application  for  the  said  order  of  removal,  of 
the  12th  of  December,  1846,  after  excluding  in  the 
computation  of  such  time  the  time  during  which  they 
had  been  receiving  relief  from  any  parish,  or  had  been 
wholly  or  in  part  maintained  by  any  rate  or  subscrip- 
tion, rdsed  in  any  parish  in  which  they  had  not  been 
residing,  not  being  a  bon&  fide  charitable  ^ft.  The 
sessions  allowed  this  objection.     If  this  Court  should  be  i 

of  opinion  that  any  of  the  above  objections  was  a  valid 
one,  then  the  order  of  sessions  was  to  remain  confirmed; 
but  if  this  Court  should  be  of  a  contrary  opinion,  then 
the  order  of  sessions  was  to  be  quashed,  and  the  order 
of  justices  to  be  confirmed. 

Pashley  and  Hamerton^  in  support  of  tlic  order  of  ses- 
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1848.        sions  (a). — The  examinations  are  defective,  because  they 

The  Queen     ^™*  ^^  state  in  what  way  the  pauper  became  charge- 

Inhab^ts  f  ^^^^'  whether  by  sickness  or  accident ;  and  if  the  charge- 

Halifax.      ability  was  so  occasioned,  the  fact  should  have  been 

stated  on  the  face  of  the  order  that  it  was  such  as  would 

occasion  permanent  disability,  under  the  9  &  10  Vict. 

c.  66,  s.  4.     The  important,  question  is  raised  by  the 

third  ground  of  appeal,  and  it  is  submitted  that,  under 

the  circumstances,  the  pauper  was  irremovable  at  the 

'  time  the  last  order  was  made.  The  removal  to  Aln- 
wick, under  the  first  order,  took  place,  and  she  had  re- 
turned to  Halifax,  previous  to  the  passing  of  the  statute 
9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66  (J).  If,  then,  the  proviso  in  the  first 
section  be  retrospective,  and  applies  to  time  which  had 
elapsed  before  the  passing  of  the  act,  the  time  of  her 
residence  at  Alnwick  must  be  excluded  ''for  all  pur- 
poses," because  she  was  receiving  relief  during  all  the 
time  she  was  there,  and  then  she  had  completed  a  five 
years'  continuous  residence  in  Halifax  next  before  the  ap- 

^  plication  for  the  order.  But  if  the  proviso  be  prospective 
only,  yet  in  point  of  law  there  has  been  a  residence  in 

(a)  Before  Lord  Dcnmaniy  C.  sioner  in  Greenwich  or  Chelsea 

J.,    PaUesofiy    Coleridge^    and  hospitals,  or  shall  be  confined  in 

Erky  Js.  a  lunatic  asylum  or  house  duly 

{h)  Section  1  enacts,  '^  That,  licensed,  or  hospital  registered 

from  and  after  the  passing  of  for  the  reception  of  lunatics,  or 

this  act,  no  person  shall  be  re-  as  a  patient  in  a  hospital,  or 

moved,  nor  shall  any  warrant  during  which  any  such  person 

be  granted  for  the  removal  of  shall  receive  relief  from  any 

any  jiei-son,  from  any  parish  in  parish,  or  shall  be  wholly  or  in 

which  such  person  shall  have  part  maintained  by  any  rate  or 

resided  for  five  years  next  be-  subscription  raised  in  a  pariah 

fore    the'  application   for  the  in  which  such  person  does  not 

warrant :  provided  always,  that  reside,  not  being  a  bon&  fide 

the  time  during  which  such  charitable  gift,  shall  for  all  pnr« 

person  shall  be  a  prisoner  in  a  poses  be  excluded  in  the  com* 

prison,  or  shall  be  serving  her  putation  of  time  hereinbefore 

Majesty  as  a  soldier,  marine  or  mentioned." 
sailor,  or  reside  as  an  in-pcn-  ^ 
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Halifax  for  five  continuous  years  next  before  the  appli- 
cation. Halifax  was  the  place  of  the  pauper's  domi- 
cile; she  continued  in  possession  of  her  cottage,  and 
never  gave  up  the  key ;  she  always  had  the  intention 
to  return,  and  a  continuity  of  residence,  under  such  cir- 
cumstances, is  not  broken:  Rex  v.  Nemngton{a)f  Rex 
V.  Rotherfield  Crreysib)^  Rex  y.  Ribchester  {c),  Leigh  y. 
Chapman  {cT),  Lambe  v.  Smythe  {e)y  Robinson  v.  S^r- 
son  {f)f  Whithorn  v.  Thomas  (y),  DaUiousie  v.  M^Dou- 
aa{h). 


1S4S. 


The  QuBEN 

r. 

Inhabitants  of 

Halifax. 


Hall  and  Pickering,  contr&. — The  examinations  suffi- 
dently  state  the  chargeability  of  the  pauper,  and  the 
provisions  of  the  late  statute  do  not  make  any  further 
statement  requisite.     The  proviso  in  9  &  10  Vict  c.  66, 
&  1,  cannot  apply  to  cases  which  are  not  within  the 
enacting  part  of  the  clause,  and  therefore  is  not  appli- 
cable where  there  has  been  a  residence  out  of  the 
parish  from  which  the  pauper  is  sought  to  be  removed. 
The  meaning  of  the  first  section  is,  that  a  person  shall 
not  gain  irremovability,  from  a  parish  while  he  is  resid- 
ing in  that  parish  imder  any  of  the  circumstances  men- 
tioned in  the  proviso,  in  order  to  protect  parishes  in 
which  hospitals  or  prisons  are  situate ;  and  it  may  also 
he  intended  to  prevent  a  constructive  residence  in  a 
P^i^  where  a  person  continues  out  of  it  under  similar 
circunistances.     Thus,  in  Rex  v.  MitcfieU({),   it  was 
i^Id,  that  substitutes  in  the  militia  quartered  at  Colches- 
ier,  but  having  dweUing-houses  in  Norwich,  in  which 
their  iaotiilies  resided,  were  held  to  be  inhabitants  of 
-tforwict.     Here  the  pauper  was  receiving  relief  during 


\^l  1  :&.&€.  346. 
YJ  ^  M.  &  S.  135. 
W  2  A^Tms.  Saund.  423,  5th 


(0  15  M.  &  W,  433. 

(/)  6  M.  &  Gr.  762. 
(g)  7  M.  &  Gr.  1. 
(h)  7  CI.  &  Fin.  817. 
(?)  lOKaat,  511. 
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1848.        her  residence  at  Alnwick,  and  was,  therefcpre^  within 

llieduuiN    ^®  proviso,  and  that  would  prevent  a  constnictlve  resi- 

«  .  ,  r*       m  dence  in  Halifax.     It  Is  clear  that  there  was  not  an 

Inhabitants  of 

Halivax.  actual  residence  in  Halifax  for  five  years  next  before  the 
application  for  the  order ;  and  it  is  submitted,  that  there 
was  not  a  constructive  one*  The  cases  cited  on  the  other 
side  apply  where  the  person  not  only  manifests  the  de« 
sire  of  returning,  but  has  the  power  to  carry  that  desire 
into  effect.  By  statute  5  Geo.  4,  c  83,  s.  3,  if  a  pau^ 
per,  having  been  legally  removed,  returns  agidn  to  a 
parish,  and  there  becomes  chaigeable,  he  shall  be  deemed 
an  idle  and  disorderly  person,  and  may  be  committed 
to  prison ;  and  it  would  appear,  from  the  judgment  of 
BuUer^  J.,  in  Rex  y,  JSjsntlworth(a)f  that  he  might  be 
indicted  for  disobedience  to  the  order.  The  pauper, 
therefore,  had  not  the  right  to  return,  and  therefore 
cannot  be  said  to  have  constructively  resided  at  Hali- 
fax during  the  time  that  she  was  l^;ally  at  Alnwick 
under  the  order  of  removaL 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

Lord  Denmait,  C.  J.,  now.  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court — ^In  this  case  the  order  of  removal  was  made 
on  the  groimd  that  a  former  order  had  been  unap^ 
pealed  from.  The  objection  to  the  form  of  that  order 
was,  we  think,  properly  overruled  by  the  sesaons.  The 
objection,  that  there  was  no  negative  of  the  chargeability 
being  occasioned  by  sickness  or  accident  was  also,  we 
think,  properly  overruled.  It  further  appeared,  in  re- 
Bpect  of  Z  Ldence  for  five  years.  Z  the  pauper 
had,  in  March,  1 845,  been  removed  under  an  order  of 
removal  from  Halifax  to  the  appellant  parish,  and  had 
remained  in  that  parish  nineteen  days,  and  had  then 
returned  to  Halifax.     She  had  been  renting  a  cottage 

(a)  2  T.  R.  698. 
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before  the  removal,  the  key  of  which  she  had  kept,  and  she         1848. 
left  the  furniture  therein  when  she  was  removed  from    ^^  qubbh 
Hali&x,  and  had  always  the  desire  of  returning  thereto.  f  • 

She  had  also  remained  in  Halifax  more  than  nineteen  Halifax. 
days  immediately  before  the  beginning  of  the  five  years 
in  question.  The  sessions  decided  that  she  had  become 
irremovable^  and  discharged  the  order.  But  we  are  of  • 
opinion  that  the  sessions  came  to  a  wrong  conclusion. 
We  take  it  to  be  clear,  as  a  general  proposition,  that 
removal  puts  an  end  to  residence* 

A  review  of  the  statutes  tmder  which  the  power  of 
removal  has  been  exercised,  from  the  13  &  14  Car.  2, 
downwards,  shews  that  a  pauper  was  considered  origin* 
ally  as  an  intruder  upon  the  inhabitants,  and  the  power 
of  removing  was  given  to  prevent  his  becoming  an  in* 
habitant.  A  removal,  therefore,  is  in  its  nature  a  dis* 
mption  of  residence  and  inhabitancy.  That  being  th^ 
general  principle,  do  the  facts  here  stated  in  respect  of 
the  cottage,  and  the  desire  of  return,  constitute  an 
exception  ?  We  think  not  The  right  to  return  was 
taken  away  while  the  state  of  chargeability  continued ; 
the  desire  to  return,  without  the  right,  is  very  different 
from  the  animuB  revertendi,  which,  in  some  cases  of  ab-* 
sence,  keeps  up  the  continuity  of  residence.  The  facts 
relating  to  the  cottage  are  not  stated  with  precision ;  the 
possession  of  property  does  not  co-exist  with  the  chai^e- 
ability,  and  an  exception  to  a  general  principle,  imless 
the  ground  of  the  exception  could  be  stated  with  preri- 
sion,  is  to  be  avoided  in  law.  Therefore,  the  order  of 
sessions  is  quashed^  and  the  original  order  confirmed. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed  (a). 

(a)  See  the  next  case* 
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Nov,  11.  The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Seenb. 

The  remoyai  of  vJN  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  for  the  re- 
one  parish  to  moval  of  Mary  Jones  and  her  two  children  from  the  char 
^iSr^  pehy  of  Seend,  in  the  county  of  Wilts,  to  the  pariah 
movai,ooMti-    ^f  Camerton,  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  the  sessiims 

totes  a  break  m  *' 

the  continuity    quashed  the  order,  subject  to  a  case. 

under  the  9  &        The  pauper,  Mary  Jones,  was  a  widow,  and  had  re- 

10  Vict.  c.  66.  jujuned  ij2  the  chapelry  of  Seend  for  upwards  of  dghteen 

years,  up  to  the  year  1842,  when  she,  with  four  children, 
became  chargeable  to  Seend,  and  was  removed  from  the 
said  chapelry,  under  an  order  of  removal  bearing  date 
the  3rd  of  May,  1842,  to  the  said  parish  of  Camerton. 
At  that  time  she  was  tenant,  from  year  to  year,  of  a 
cottage  in  Seend,  of  which  she  and  her  family  were  the 
sole  occupants.  She  paid  £5  per  annum  for  the  cot- 
tage, the  furniture  in  it  belonged  to  her,  and  she  and 
her  husband,  in  his  lifetime,  had  resided  in  this  cottage, 
imder  the  tenancy  aforesaid,  for  upwards  of  twenty 
years  previous  to  the  removal  aforesaid  to  Camerton  in 
1842,  when  Mary  Jones  and  her  four  children  were  re- 
moved, under  the  said  order  of  removal,  to  Camerton. 
She  left  an  unmarried  daughter,  twenty-two  years  of 
age,  in  charge  of  the  cottage  and  furniture,  and,  on  her 
arrival  at  Camerton,  she  went  to  stay  with  her  sister-in- 
law  who  resides  there,  but  the  children,  removed  under 
the  order,  returned  to  Seend  the  same  day  and  went  to 
the  cottage,  and  continued  to  reside  there  as  before. 
The  pauper  remained  in  Camerton  seven  days,  during 
the  whole  of  which  time  she  lived  at  her  sister-in-law's, 
and  after  having  attended  the  board  of  guardians  for  the 
district  in  which  Camerton  is  situate,  she  returned  to 
Seend  and  took  up  her  abode  in  the  aforesaid  furnished 
cottage,  and  continued  to  reside  there,  under  the  afore- 


TRINITY  VACATION,  12  VICT.  277 

«ud  tenancy^  with  her  children,  until  the  making  of  the         1848. 
order  which  is  the  aubject  of  the  present  appeal.     The     x^TSubmc 
pauper  paid  the  whole  year's  rent  for  the  cottage  which  v« 

.  ,  .  ^  .       InhabiUati  of 

accrued  due  in  1842,  and  no  interruption  took  place  in  Sxemd. 
the  yearly  tenancy  thereof  as  between  her  and  her  land- 
lord. When  the  pauper  was  taken  to  Camerton  under 
the  aforesaid  order  of  removal,  she  had  the  intention  to 
return  to  Seend  if  she  coidd,  but  did  not  intend  to  re- 
turn there  unless  she  could  get  out-door  relief  from  Ca- 
merton, When  she  went  before  the  board  of  guardians 
for  the  union,  as  before  mentioned,  on  being  asked  by 
the  chairman  of  the  board  whether  she  intended  to  stay 
in  Camerton,  she  replied,  she  should  like  to  go  back  to 
Seend  on  account  of  her  children  who  were  left  there, 
and  the  board  told  her  she  should  be  allowed  4«.  per 
week  by  the  parish  of  Camerton,  and  that  sum  was  ac- 
cordingly paid  to  her  at  Seend  from  that  time  up  to  the 
12th  of  November,  1846,  when  the  payment  was  discon- 
tmned.  Upon  these  facts  it  was  contended,  on  the  part 
of  the  appellants,  that  the  pauper  had  resided  in  the  cha- 
pelry  of  Seend  for  five  years  ne:^t  before  the  application 
for  the  order  of  removal  which  is  the  subject  of  this  ap- 
peal, and  was,  consequently,  irremovable.  On  the  other 
side,  it  was  contended,  that  the  effect  of  the  order  of  re- 
moval of  the  3rd  of  May,  1842,  executed  and  unappealed 
from,  was  to  break  the  continuity  of  the  residence  of  the 
pauper,  and  that  the  pauper  was,  consequently,  removable 
under  the  order  now  in  dispute.  The  court  of  quarter 
sessions  decided  that  the  pauper  was  irremovable,  and 
quashed  the  order.  If  this  Court  should  be  of  opnion 
that  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  was 
right,  the  order  of  sessions  is  to  be  confirmed ;  if  other- 
ifise,  the  order  of  sessions  to  be  quashed,  and  the  order 
of  removal  to  be  confirmed. 

Hadow,  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions,  contended 
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Inhabitants  of 
Sbend. 
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that  the  facts  of  the  present  case  distinguish  it  from 
Regina  y.  Halifax  {a).  The  pauper  was  only  absent  from 
the  parish  of  Seend  for  seven  days,  and  during  the  whde 
of  that  time  part  of  her  family  continued  to  occupy  her 
cottage  there,  and  she  paid  rent  for  the  whole  year. 


Ball^  contr^  was  not  heard. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — ^I  do  not  think  that  this  case 
is  open  to  any  doubt.  The  removal  to  Camerton  for 
even  so  short  a  time  is  inconsistent  with  the  idea  of  re- 
sidence in  the  parish  of  Seend.  The  animus  revertendi 
must  depend  on  the  will  of  the  overseers  of  the  parish 
which  has  the  power  to  remove. 

WiOHTMAN,  J.,  concurred. 

Erle,  J. — The  statute  of  Car.  2  was  passed  to 
deprive  paupers,  by  removal,  of  the  privilege  which  a 
residence  for  forty  days  would  confer  on  them* 

Order  of  sessions  quashed. 

(a)  Ante,  p.  268. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Ashwell. 

vJN  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  of  Cam* 
bridgeshire,  for  the  rcmovid  of  Thomas  Austin  and  his 
wife  from  the  parish  of  St.  Andrew  the  Less,  in  the 
taken  upon  the  borough  of  Cambridge,  in  the  said  county,  to  the  parish 
the  overseers     of  AshwcU,  in  tlic  coimty  of  Hertford,  the  sessions 

touching  the 
chargeability 
and  settlement  of  the  pauper — HMt  insufficient,  Erhf  J,,  dissentiente. 


July  12. 

Where  the 
caption  of  an 
examination 
only  stated 
that  it  was 
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oonfinned  the  order^  subject  to  a  case  for  the  opinion 

of  dlia  Court  TheQu.EN 

The  order  was  made  upon  the  examinations  of  Tho-   ,  ,  ,  ?• 

.  Inhabitants  of 

mas  Austin  and  George  Wallis  Brown*     The  former     Ashwbll. 
commenced  as  follows : — 

"  Borough  of  Cambridge,  in  the  1  The  examination 
County  of  Cambridge,  to  wit.  J  of  Thomas  Austin, 
labourer,  taken  on  oath,  at  &c.,  on  &c.,  before  us  the 
undersigned  Julian  Skrine  and  Oeorge  ^sher.  Esquires, 
two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  of  and  for 
the  said  borough,  upon  the  complaint  of  the  overseers 
of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  St.  Andrew  the  Less,  in 
the  borough  aforesaid,  touching  the  chargcability  and 
settlement  of  him  the  said  Thomas  Austin  and  his 
wife  Susannah  Austin."  Then  followed  his  examina- 
tion. 

The  heading  of  Brown's  examination  was  similar. 

The  order  was  appealed  against,  and  among  the 
grounds  of  appeal  were  the  following: — 

1.  That  it  does  not  appear  from  the  captions  or 
headings  of  the  exanunations  upon  which  the  order  was 
made,  that  the  said  removing  justices  had  any  jurisdic- 
tion to  take  the  same,  since  it  is  not  stated  in  such 
captions  that  the  sud  examinations  were  taken  touch- 
ing or  concerning  any  matter  or  thing  into  or  about 
which  the  said  justices  had  jurisdiction  to  inquire. 

2.  That  it  does  not  appear,  from  the  captions  of  the 
said  examinations,  that  the  said  removing  justices  had 
any  jurisdiction  to  take  the  same,  since  it  is  not^stated 
in  such  captions  that  the  examinations  were  taken 
touching  or  concerning  the  chargcability  or  place  of 
the  last  legal  settlement  of  the  said  Thomas  Austin. 

3.  That  it  does  not  appear  from  the  captions  of  the 
said  examinations  what  was  the  nature,  purport,  or 
effect  of  the  complaint  mentioned  in  such  captions,  and 
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1848.        that  the  said  captions  therefore  do  not  shew  that  the 

TlieQucBN    ^^  removing  justices  had  any  jurisdiction  to  take 

T  V  uf '  .    M  ^6  ^^^  examinations.     4.  That  it  is  not  stated  in  the 

InhabitHnts  of 

AsawiLL.  captions  of  the  ssdd  examinations,  that  the  complaint 
mentioned  in  such  captions  was  a  complaint  that  the 
said  Thomas  Austin  and  his  wife  had  come  to  inhabit 
in,  and  had  become  actually  chargeable  to,  the  said 
parish  of  St.  Andrew  the  Less,  and  that  the  said  cap- 
tions do  not  therefore  shew  that  the  said  justices  had 
any  jurisdiction  to  take  the  said  examinations  (a).  The 
objections  taken  in  the  above  grounds  of  appeal  were 
relied  on  at  the  trial  of  the  appeal;  but  the  sessions 
held^  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  that  the  cap- 
tions were  sufficient  in  form. 

Martin  and  Peacock^  in  support  of  the  order  of  ses- 
sions (6). — The  order  of  removal  and  the  examina- 
tions taken  together  shew  jurisdiction ;  there  is  no  rea- 
son for  sa}ring  that  it  must  appear  on  the  captions  of 
the  examinations.  The  caption  is  no  material  part  of 
the  examination,  and  therefore  it  need  not  be  in  any 
particular  form.  It  is  like  the  caption  of  an  indictment, 
which  forms  no  part  of  the  indictment  itself:  Bac  Abr. 
'^Indictment)''  (L)  The  examinations  need  not  be  in  writ- 
ing at  all;  they  are  merely  the  notes  of  the  justices,  and 
are  only  sent  to  the  other  side  for  the  purpose  of  giving 
information.  The  case  of  Begina  v.  MoU8toorth(c),  it 
will  be  contended,  is  an  authority  for  saying  that  the 
captions  must  shew  jurisdiction.     That  case,  however. 


(a)  There  were  other  grounds  not  noticed  in  the  judgment  of 

of  appeal,  which   raised    the  t]ie  Court,  it  is  not  necessary 

question,  whether  the  pauper  further  to  mention  it. 
had   not   become  irremovable        {h)  June  7>  before  Lord  2>m- 

under  the  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  60,  man,  C.  J.,  PaUeson  and  Erie, 

by  virtue  of  a  five  years'  resi-  Js.     Coleridge,  J.,  was  absent, 
dence ;  but,  as  this  point  was        (^)  2  New  Sess.  Cas.  tioG, 
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was  decided  by  this  Court  on  the  assumption  that  the 
examinations  are  an  independent  proceedings  and  that 
each  must  be  complete  in  itself;  and  they  were  likened 
to  affidavits.  Such  a  view  of  them,  it  is  submitted,  is 
incorrect ;  each  examination,  instead  of  being  a  complete 
proceeding  in  itself,  is  but  a  step  in  and  part  of  a  course 
of  proceedings,  which  commences  with  a  complaint,  and 
terminates  with  the  order  of  the  justices ;  and  it  is  ne- 
cessary that  the  complaint  should  appear  in  the  order, 
not  to  give  the  justices  jurisdiction  to  take  the  examina- 
tions, but  only  to  make  the  order  itself. 


1848. 


The  QuEBN 

V, 

Inhabitants  of 

ASHWBLL. 


WorUedge  and  Metcalfe^  contrsl. — Befftna  v.  MoleS" 
toarih{a)  is  a  decisive  authority  on  the  point.  The 
examinations  are  required  to  be  *'sent"  to  the  other 
side;  and  it  must  have  been  intended,  therefore,  that 
they  were  to  be  in  writing ;  and  if  the  authority  of  the 
justices  to  take  them  does  not  appear,  they  may  be 
treated  as  waste  paper.  This  authority  the  justices 
would  not  have,  unless  a  certain  complaint  were  lodged 
before  them;  and  therefore  to  shew  jurisdiction  the 
particular  complaint  should  be  stated.  The  policy  of 
the  4  &  5  WilL  4,  c.  76,  (Poor  Law  Amendment  Act), 
was  to  compel  a  full  disclosure  of  all  the  proceedings 
before  the  removing  justices,  in  order  that  the  sessions 
might  see  that  they  were  taken  before  persons  having 
proper  authority,  and  with  such  formality  that  an  in- 
dictment for  peijury  would  lie  if  the  evidence  in  the 
examinations  were  false.  Regina  v.  RadcKffe  Culey  {V) 
is  a  decisive  authority  in  this  case,  as  well  as  Regina  v. 
Molenoart/u  Admitting  the  distinction  contended  for, 
between  the  jurisdiction  to  inquire  and  the  jurisdiction 
to  make  an  order  of  removal,  the  former  must  still 
depend  on  the  fact,  that  the  removing  parish  seeks  to 


(a)  2  New  Sess.  Cas.  356. 


(b)  2  New  Sess.  Cas.  352. 
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1848.        rid  itself  of  a  burthen;  and  if  that  be  80»  the  actual 
The  QuBKM     chargeability  of  a  pauper  ought  to  be  made  to  appear. 


V, 


't'H^.r  Cnr.  adv.  vult 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court — We  feel  bound  in  this,  and  the  other 
cases  involving  the  point  as  to  the  captions  of  examinar 
lions,  to  adhere  to  our  decision  in  Beffina  v.  Molesvxnrtlif 
and  in  the  other  cases  in  which,  conformably  with  that, 
we  have  upheld  objections  taken  to  the  examinations 
for  want  of  jurisdiction  appearing  in  the  justices,  or  for 
want  of  a  lawful  occasion  appearing  to  take  the  exami- 
nations, and  make  the  order  of  removal.  All  these 
omissions  are  in  our  opinion  fatal  It  is  right  to  add 
that  my  brother  Erk  does  not  agree  in  this  opinion 
with  the  rest  of  the  Court.  This  rule,  however,  must 
be  applied  to  the  several  oases  waiting  for  our  judg- 
ment In  this  case,  the  caption  of  the  examinations 
was  upon  the  complaint  of  the  overseers,  touching  the 
cliargeability  and  settlement  of  the  pauper,  and  no  more. 
The  sessions  overruled  the  objection,  and  were  therefore 
wrong. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed* 


July  15.  The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Sheffield. 

The  caption  of  vJN  appeal  against  an  order  for  the  removal  of  Martha 

oagSt  to'rtato    ^7^'  ^^^  ^^®  ^^  Peter  Lye,  and  her  three  children,  from 
not  only  that     Manchester  to  Sheffield,  the  sessions  confirmed  the  order, 

the.?  were  taken 

upon  the  com-  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  a  case,  of  which 
overeeera,  hut    ^^  following  is  the  material  part: — 

also  tbe  sab- 

ject- mutter  of  the  complaint. 
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T)ie  caption  of  the  examinations  was  as  follows: —  1848. 

"Borough  of  Manchester,  to  wit — The  examination  xie  Qubsk 
of  Francis  Cooper,  one  of  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  ,  ,  ^?« 
the  township  of  Manchester,  and  of  Martha  Lye,  now  Shbvfibld. 
residing  in  Manchester,  the  wife  of  Peter  Lye,  now  ab- 
sent from  her,  touching  the  place  of  the  last  legal  settle- 
ment of  the  said  Martha  Lye,  George,  aged  &&,  made 
and  taken  upon  oath,  upon  the  complsdnt  o£the  overseers 
of  the  poor  of  the  township  of  Manchester,  before  us,  A. 
B.  and  C.  D.,  two  of  her  Majesty's  justices,  &c.  The 
Kud  Francis  Cooper,  on  behalf  of  the  overseers  of  Man- 
chester, oomplaineth  and  saith,  *  that  the  above-named 
Martha  Lye,  &c.  are  now  inhabiting  and  resident  in  the 
said  township  of  Manchester,  and  have  become  and  are 
DOW  actually  chargeable  thereto,'  &c.  The  said  Martha 
Lye,  upon  her  oath,  saith — *  I  am  now  actually  charge- 
able to  the  township  of  Manchester,' "  &c.  [Her  exa- 
mination then  went  on  to  shew  a  settlement  in  Shef- 
field.] 

At  the  trial  of  the  appeq},  the  appellants  objected 
under  proper  grounds  of  appeal  (amongst  other  things), 
that  the  examinations  failed  to  shew  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  justices,  inasmuch  as  they  omitted  to  shew  what  the 
complaint  made  before  them  was.  The  court  of  quar- 
ter sessioiis  overruled  the  objection,  subject  to  the  opi- 
nion of  this  Court.  If  this  Court  should  be  of  opinion 
that  the  objection  ought  to  have  been  allowed,  the  order 
of  removal  and  the  order  of  sessions  were  to  be  severally 
quashed;  otherwise,  they  were  to  be  affirmed 

K  HaUf  in  support  of  the  order  of  sesrions. — ^The 
caption  is  sufficient,  and  is  not  within  the  principle  on 
which  the  Court  decided  Regina  v.  Molestoortii  (a),  as  it 
shews  that  there  was  a  complaint  by  the  overseers* 

(a)  2  New  Sees.  Cas.  366. 
VOU  III.  Y  N.  a  c. 
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1848.  Pashlet/f  contr&. — The  subject-matter  of  the  oomplaint 

The  Qdbbn     '^^^  appear  in  the  caption,  or  it  is  the  same  as  if  there 

.  .  .  .^*       .  ^6^  i^o  complaint  at  all.  and  then  the  case  falls  within 

InhamtaiitB  of     •      ^     •  •       • 

SHBrFiKLD.    the  decision  m  Regina  v.  MoUsworik. 

Lord  DenmaN;  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court — ^In  this  case  the  caption  states  the  examina- 
tions of  CkK>per  (overseer)  and  Martha^Lye  (the  pauper) 
to  be  taken  touching  her  settlement,  on  complaint  of  the 
overseers.  Mr.  Cooper's  deposition  shews  what  the  com- 
pbdnt  is ;  and  that  of  the  pauper  states  the  &ct8  to  prove 
the  settlement.  We  think  the  caption  is  bad,  and  the 
sessions  wrong.  There  were  many  other  points,  as  to 
the  five  years,  and  others,  on  which  we  give  no  opinion. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed. 


•Ttf^  12.  The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Gomersal. 

Where  the  cap.  vJn  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices,  for  the 

tion  of  an  eza-  .  ,         , 

minationonly     removal  of  Eli  Battye,  his  wife  and  child,  from  the 

township  of  Gomersal  to  the  township  of  Wooldale,  both 
in  the  West  Riding  of  Yorkshire,  it  was  ordered  by  the 
sessions  that  the  said  order  be  discharged,  subject  to  the 
opinion  of  this  Court  on  a  case.  The  examinations  where- 
on the  order  was  made  were  respectively  headed  as 
follows : — 

"  The  examination  of  Eli  Battye,  of  &c,  taken  upon 
oath  before  us,  &c,  at  &c,  upon  the  complaint  of  the 


sUted  that  it 
was  taken  on 
the  complaint 
of  the  over- 
seen  touching 
the  place  of 
residence, 
chai^geability, 
and  the  last 
place  of  legal 
settlement  of 
the  panper— 
HbUL^  insuffi. 
cient. 

The  notice  of 
chargeability 

shonld  state  the  names  of  the  paupers ;  and  such  a  notice  stating  "  that  the  persons  named 
in  the  order  hereunto  annexed  **  had  become  chargeable,  written  on  one  side  of  a  piece  of 
paper,  on  the  other  side  of  which  was  the  copy  order  of  remoyal  referred  to  in  the  notice, 
and  which  contained  the  names  of  the  paupersi  is  insufficient. 
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overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  township  of  Gomersal,  touch'         1848. 
ing  the  place  ofresidence,  chargeabilityy  caid  the  last  place     xhe  Qubbw 
of  the  lawjvl  settlement  of  the  said  EH  Eattye,  now         ^' 

aged"  &C.  GOMBRSAL. 

The  notice  of  chargeability,  sent  by  the  overseers  of 
Gomersal  to  the  overseers  of  Wooldale,  stated  that 
^'the  persons  named  in  the  order  hereunto  annexed" 
had  been  relieved  by,  and  were  actuaUy  chargeable  to, 
Gromersal,  and  that  the  ^'  said  order^'  had  been  made  by 
two  justices  for  their  removal. 

The  notice  was  written  on  one  side  of  a  sheet  of 
paper,  and  on  the  other  side  was  a  counterpart  of  the 
ofder  of  removal,  which  mentioned  the  paupers  by  name. 
At  Ihe  trial  of  the  appeal,  the  appellants  objected,  un- 
der grounds  of  appeal  which  raised  the  objections,  first, 
that  the  examinations  were  insufficient,  for  not  showing, 
^ther  by  the  captions  or  the  body  thereof^  that  they 
were  taken  upon  or  after  such  complaint  as  was  suffi- 
dent  to  give  the  justices  jurisdiction :  which  objection 
the  sessions  overruled ;  and,  secondly,  that  the  notice  of 
chargeability  was  bad  upon  the  face  thereof,  for  not 
mentioning  the  names  of  the  paupers :  and  this  objec- 
tion the  sessions  allowed 

Pashley  and  Overend  appeared  in  support  of  the  order 
of  sessions  (a). 

Hall  and  J.  T.  Ingham^  contrk. 

< 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  judgment — The 
objection  to  the  caption  is,  that  it  purports  to  be  taken 
on  the  complaint  touching  chargeability,  not  saying 

actually  chargeable/    This  was  wrongly  overruled  by 


(C 


* 


(a)  May  6. — Before  Lord  Denmariy  C.  J.,  Patiesan,  Wightmany 
and  Erley  Js. 

Y  2 


286 


NEW  SESSIONS  CASES, 


1848. 
The  QuBKK 

V. 

inliabitants  of 
G0MBB8AL. 


the  sessions.  There  was  another  point,  that  the  notice 
of  chargeability  does  not  state  the  names  of  the  paupers. 
This  was  held  bad  by  the  sessions,  and  was  rightly  so 
held.. 

Order  of  sessions  confirmed 


Where  there 
has  been  a  re- 
sidence by  the 
pauper  out  of 
the  paruh  seek- 
ing to  remove 
him  daring  any 
part  of  the  five 


plication  for 
his  removal, 
the  enacting 
rt  of  the  9  & 
0  Vict,  c  66, 
s.  1,  does  not 
apply,  the  re- 


jtify  12.  The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Salforb. 

viN  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  for  the 
remoTal  of  Thomas  Hough  and  his  three  children  from 
the  township  of  Salford  to  the  township  of  Haslington, 
the  sessions  quashed  the  order^  subject  to  a  case* 

The  order  of  removal  was  dated  29th  July^  1846,  and 

JS[ng'S!e  JK!'  ^^  "^®  *^®  ^*°^®  ^y*  ^  ^^Py  thereof,  and  the  ex- 
aminations on  which  it  was  founded,  were  sent  to  the 
appellant  township  on  the  3rd  August  then  next,  and 
110  notice  of  appeal  having  been  given  within  twenty- 
one  days,  the  paupers  were  liable  to  be  removed  on  the 
sidenoe  is  deli.  26th  August,  but  were  not  in  fact  removed  till  the 
excep'ting  pro-  29th  August  On  the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  the  re- 
suppiythe^  spondents  proved  a  settlement  of  the  paupers  in  the 
^Tth^  appellant  township;  but  it  appeared  that  the  pauper, 
per  may  be  Thomas  Hough,  had  been  residing  in  the  said  township 
terms'of  ft.  ^^  Salford  for  thirteen  years  preceding  the  date  of  the 
p^had  *  ^ded  ^^®^*  ^^^  ^^^  exception  of  a  period  of  about  fifteen 
for  thirteen  months  in  the  years  1843  and  1844,  during  which  time 
rish  previous'to  he  was  in  the  House  of  Correction  at  Kirkdale,  in  the 
for  tuTremovai  county  of  Lancaster,  as  a  prisoner  under  sentence  for  a 
(^.2*y2^'^®^^)»  misdemeanor,  the  said  prison  not  being  in  the  township 
tion  of  fifteen  of  Salford,  but  at  a  distance  of  about  thirty  miles  there- 
years  1643  and  f^om.    On  the  liberation  of  the  pauper  from  prison,  ke 

1844,  daring 
which  he  was 
confined  in  a  prison  situate  out  of  the  parish : — Held,  that  he  was  remoyable. 
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immediately  returned  to  his  family  at  Salford,  where         1848. 
he  had  left  them  on  his  being  sent  to  prison.  t^Tqukkh 

The  court  of  quarter  sessions  was  of  opinion^  that»  ^' 
under  the  circumstances  above  stated,  the  respondents  Salford. 
were  precluded  from  removing  the  paupers  after  the 
26th  August,  1846,  when  the  statute  9  &  10  Vict 
c  66»  came  into  operation,  and  therefore  quashed  the 
order  of  removaL  If  this  Court  should  be  of  opinion 
that  the  sessions  were  wrong,  then  the  order  of  sessions 
to  be  set  aside,  and  the  order  of  removal  to  be  confirmed; 
otherwise,  the  order  of  sessions  to  be  confirmed 

TawTuendf  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions  (a). — 
This  order  of  removal  was  made  before,  though  the 
paupers  were  not  removed  under  it  until  after  the  pass- 
ing of  the  Stat.  9  &  10  Vict,  c  66 ;  and  it  is  clear  that 
the  words  m  the  first  section,  **  that  no  person  shall  be 
removed,**  must  include  cases  where  orders  were  in  ex- 
istenoe  before  the  statute.  Then  the  proviso,  which  is 
intended  to  limit  the  enacting  party  must  equally  apply 
to  time  prior  to  the  passing  of  the  act ;  and  the  words 
in  the  proviso,  ^'during  which  such  person  shall  be  a 
prisoner  in  &  prison,"  must  be  read  as  .if  they  were 
*' shall  have  been."  That  time,  then,  is  to  be  altogether 
excluded  in  the  computation  of  the  five  years ;  Regina 
V.  Harrow  on  ike  HiU(b)\  and  though  the  pauper  here 
was  confined  in  a  prison  situate  out  of  the  parish,  yet 
such  prison  is  within  the  words  of  the  proviso ;  and  that 
part  of  it  which  applies  to  the  cases  of  soldiers,  marines^ 
or  sailors  serving  her  Majesty,  clearly  shews  that  the 
proviso  was  not  intended  to  operate  upon  those  persons 
only  who  have  been  resident  within  the  parish  seeking 
to  remove  them,  but  also  upon  those  who  have  been 


(a)  Before  Lord  Denman^  C.  J.,  Patteson^  Coleridge^  and  ErlCy  Js. 

(5)  Ante,  p.  2a2. 
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1848.        absent  from  such  porieh  under  any  of  the  drcumstanoes 

.^^^^    mentioned  in  the  proviso.    If,  then,  the  time  during 

«.  which  this  man  was  imprisoned  be  excluded  in  the 

iDbabitBnti  of  , 

Salpoad*     computalioD,  he  has  resided  more  than  five  years  in 
the  respondent  parish,  and  had  beoome  irremovable. 

Fashkyf  oontri. — The  pauper  might  have  been  re* 
moved  on  the  25th  August,  1846,  and  therefore  the 
respondents  had  acquired  a  complete  right  to  remove 
him  before  the  stat  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66,  came  into 
operation.  Such  right  cannot  be  taken  away,  except 
by  express  words  of  an  act  of  Parliament,  or  by  neces- 
sary implication ;  for  an  act  of  Parliament  will  not  be 
construed  to  be  retrospective  as  to  a  right  vested  before 
the  passing  of  the  act;  AMumham  v.  Bradshaw{a), 
The  Attorney 'General  Y.Lloyd{b),  The  Attomey^Cfeneral 
V.  Andrews  (c),  Thompson  v.  Luck  (d) ;  though  there  are 
some  authorities  to  the  contrary :  Latless  v.  Hobnes  {e). 
Hex  V.  Thurston  {/).  If  the  statute  be  not  retrospec- 
tive, then  the  pauper  was  removable ;  but  if  it  be  deemed 
retrospective,  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  whether  the 
proviso  is  retrospective  or  not,  because  the  proviso  can 
only  be  intended  to  apply  to  cases  which  are  within  the 
enacting  clause,  and  to  such  time  as  but  for  the  pro* 
viso  would  have  'been  reckoned  in  tiie  period  of  five 
years ;  but  here  the  pauper  has  not  resided  five  years 
in  the  parish  seeking  to  remove  him,  having  been  during 
a  portion  of  that  time  confined  in  a  prison  situate  out  of 
theparisL 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

Lord  Denmak,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 

(a)  2  Atk.  36.  C.  P.*75. 

(b)  3  Id.  561.  (e)  4  T.  R.  660. 

(c)  1  Ves.  sen.  226.  (/)  1  Lev.  91. 

(d)  16  L.  J.  R.,  (N.  S.), 
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the  Court — In  this  case  a  yalid  order  was  made  and 
deliyered  before  the  statute  passed^  and  the  pauper  was 
removed  after  that  time.  With  respect  to  residence 
during  the  required  five  years^  the  pauper  had  been  im- 
prisoned out  of  the  respondent  parish  for  fifteen  months, 
but  he  had  resided  immediately  before  the  five  years 
began  more  than  fifteen  months  in  the  respondent  pa- 
rish. The  sessions  set  aside  the  order^  on  the  grbund 
that  the  residence  }iad  rendered  the  pauper  irremovable ; 
and  that  the  removal,  afl;er  the  statute,  of  a  person  ren- 
dered irremovable  thereby,  was  a  good  ground  of  ap- 
peal against  a  valid  order  of  removal  made  before  that 
statute. 

As  their  decision  on  the  first  point  appears  to  us  to 
be  wrong  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  the  second  point. 
The  question  is,  whether  time,  that  is  within  the  terms 
of  the  excepting  clause,  is  to  be  excluded  from  the  com- 
putation of  the  five  years,  where  such  time  was  passed 
out  of  the  parish  where  the  irremovability  is  supposed 
to  attach ;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  it  is  not.  We 
have  stated  our  view  of  the  structure  of  the  two  clauses 
before ;  and  it  is  dear  that  the  excepting  clause  has  no 
operatipn  until,  subject  to  its  effect,  the  requirement  of 
the  enacting  clause  has  been  fulfilled.  In  computing 
the  five  years,  if  it  is  found  that  for  part  thereof  tiie 
residence  was  not  in  the  parish,  the  enacting  clause  does 
not  apply,  the  residence  is  deficient,  and  the  excepting 
clause  does  not  operate  to  supply  the  deficiency.  There- 
fore the  order  of  sessions  is  quashed. 


1848. 


The  Quern 

Inhabitants  of 
Salfoui. 


Order  of  sessions  quashed. 
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•Ttf/y  12. 

A  0oii?ictioii 
under  the  11 
6eo.4&lWilL 
4,  c.  64,  M.  13, 
15,  (for  the 
genoral  sale 
of  beer,  &c.), 
amended  by 
the  4  &  5  Wm. 


Wray  V.  ToKE  and  Another. 

JL  HIS  was  an  action  of  trespass  for  breaking  and  en- 
tering the  dwelling-house  of  the  plaintiff^  and  seizing 
divers  goods,  &c.«  brought  against  two  magistrates  for 
the  oounty  of  Kent  Plea,  not  guilty  by  statute.  The 
case  was  tried  before  Parke,  B.,  at  the  Summer  Assizes 
4  c  85  and  the  ^^^  ^®  county  of  Kent,  1847.  The  goods  of  the  phun- 
3&4yu:t.e.6i,  tiff  were  seized  under  a  distress  warrant  to  enforce  a 

alleged,  that, 

on  &c.,  J.  W.,    conviction,  which  was  in  the  following  form : — 

of  the  |>arish  ot 

**  Kent,  to  wit..— Be  it  remembered,  that  on  this  5th  day  of 

December,  1846,  John  Wray,  of  the  parish  of  Ashford,  in  the 
county  of  Kent,  was  duly  convicted  before  us,  the  Bey.  Nicolas 
Toke,  clerk,  and  Harry  William  Carter,  Esq.,  two  of  her  Ma- 
jesty's justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  county,  acting  in 
petty  sessions  in  and  for  the  division  of  Ashford,  in  the  said 
county,  for  that  he,  the  said  John  Wray,  heing  a  seller  of  heer, 
ale  and  porter,  cider  and  perry,  hy  retail,  and  licensed  to  sell  the 


statutes  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  did,  on  the  28th  of  Sep- 
tember, ▲•  D.  1846,  at  the  parish  of  Ashford  aforesaid,  in  the  sud 
county,  unlawfully,  wilfully,  and  knowingly  permit  drunkenness, 
and  other  disorderly  conduct  in  the  house  and  premises  men- 


Afhford,  in  the 
county  of  K., 
was  duly  con- 
victed before 
&c.f  jnitioes 
&e.,  acting  in 

rtlytesaions 
and  for  the 
division  of 
Ashford  in  the 

for  that  he  the  same  by  retail,  to  be  drunk  and  consumed  in  and  upon  the  dwell- 

said  J.W.,         ing-house  and  premises  thereunto  belonging  of  him  the  sud 

being  such  sel-    John  Wray,  hereinafter  mentioned,  under  the  provisions  of  the 

ler  of  beer,  &e.,   ^^^_^_  j^Vu^* j j .'j^j   jj  j   «_  ai_-  oo^u  ^r  o^« 

and  licenaed 
&e.,  did,  on 
he,  permit 
drunkenness 
and  other  dis- 
orderly oondoet 

in  the  honse  and  premiaes  mentioned  in  rach  license,  and  situate  in  the  said  parish  of  Ashford, 
in  the  county  of  K.  aforesaid,  against  the  tenor  of  such  license  &c.,  and  contrary  to  the  form 
of  the  said  statutes ;  whereby  the  said  J.  W.  has  forfeited  the  sum  of  jf  10,  See.,  this  beinf 
adjudged  to  be  his  second  offence,  &c. ;  and  we  the  said  justices  do  hereby  award  one 
moiety  of  the  said  penalty  of  :^10,  after  deducting  the  costs  attending  this  conviction,  to  the 
use  of  J.  C,  of  &c.,  police  constable,  the  prosecutor  herein,  and  tbe  other  moiety,  being 
the  remainder  of  the  said  penalty,  after  deducting  the  costs  as  aforesaid*  to  be  paid  to  the 
treasurer  of  the  county  of  K. : — Held,  that  if  it  were  necessary,  in  order  to  give  the  jus- 
tioes  jurisdiction  that  the  house  of  the  plaintiff  should  be  situate  within  the  sosioQal  <Uvi- 
sion  for  which  they  acted,  that  such  fact  did  sufficiently  appear  on  the  face  of  the  conviction. 

Held  also,  that  the  conviction  need  not  notice  that  the  prosecation  was  within  three 
months  after  the  offence  was  committed,  that  being  matter  of  defence,  and  the  form  given 
in  the  statute  not  requiring  such  statement. 

Held  also,  that  the  offence  aras  properly  stated  to  be  contrary  to  the  form  of  the 
statutes. 

Held  also,  that  the  charge  of  permitting  drunkenness  and  other  dlsorderiy  conduct  was 
not  double,  and  that  it  was  sufficiently  certain  without  giving  the  naqpes  of  the  persons 
drunk,  or  alleging  them  to  be  unknown. 

Held  also,  that  the  allegation  against  the  tenor  of  the  license  was  sufficient,  and  that  the 
license  need  not  be  set  out. 

Held  also,  that  there  was  a  good  actjndication  as  to  costs. 
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tioned  in  such  license^  and  dtnate  in  the  said  pariah  of  Ashford,  in 
the  county  of  Kent  aforesaid,  against  the  tenor  of  snch  license 
granted  to  the  said  John  Wray,  under  the  provisions  of  the  said 
statutes,  and  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  said  statutes,  whereby 
the  said  John  Wray  has  forfeited  the  sum  of  £10,  this  being 
adjudged  to  be  his  second  offence  against  the  provisions  of  the 
aforesaid  statutes  to  permit  the  general  sale  of  beer  and  cider 
by  retail  in  England,  pursuant  to  the  statutes  in  such  case 
made  and  provided ;  and  we,  the  said  justices,  do  hereby  award 
one  moiety  of  the  said  penalty  of  £10,  after  deducting  the  costs 
attending  this  conviction,  to  the  use  of  John  Croucher,  of  the 
parish  of  Ashford  aforesaid,  police  constable,  the  prosecutor  here- 
in, and  the  other  moiety,  being  the  remainder  of  the  siud  penalty^ 
after  deducting  the  costs  as  aforesiud,  we  do  hereby  award  to  be 
paid  to  the  treasurer  of  the  county  of  Kent  aforesaid,  within 
which  such  offence  was  committed,  to  be  applied  by  the  said 
treasurer  towards  defraying  the  necessary  expenses  of  the  said 
county,  and  in  aid  of  the  county  rates  of  the  said  county. 

**  Given  under  our  hands  and  seals,  the  day  and  year  first 
above  written. 

«H.  W.Carter  (l.  8.) 

«  N,  TOKB  (l.  8.)'* 


1848. 


Several  objections  were  taken  to  the  yalidity  of  the 
conviction^  which  were  all  overruled  by  the  learned 
jndge,  who  directed  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the 
defendant,  reserving  leave  for  the  plaintiff  to  move  to 
enter  a  verdict  for  11/.  18«.,  if  the  Court  should  be  of 
opinion  that  the  conviction  was  invalid. — A  rule  nisi  to 
that  effect  having  been  obtained. 


ChanneU,  Serjt.,  and  Creasy  shewed  cause  (a). — The 
plaintiff  was  convicted  under  the  11  Geo.  4  &  1  Will.  4, 
c  64^  ss.  13  and  15  (&),  the  provisions  of  which  statute 


(a)  Before  Lord  Denman^  C. 
Ji^  PaUescny  Coleridgey  and 
Erle^  Js. 

(h)  Section  13  enacts,  <<  That 
every  seller  of  heer,  ale,  and 
porter  hy  retail,  having  a  li- 
cense under  the  provisions  of 
this  act,  who  shall  permit  any 
person  or  persons  to  he  guilty 


of  drunkenness  or  dborderly 
conduct  in  the  house  or  premi- 
ses mentioned  in  such  license, 
shall  for  every  such  offence  for- 
feit the  respective  sums  follow- 
ing ;  and  every  person  who  shall 
in  any  way  transgress  or  neg- 
lect, or  shall  be  a  party  in 
transgressing  or  neglecting,  the 
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are  amended  by  the  4  &  5  WilL  4,  c.  84,  and  3  &  4 
Vict.  c.  6L     The  first  objection  taken  to  the  conviction 


conditions  and  proviaions  spe- 
cified in  such  license,  or  shall 
allow  such  conditions  and  pro- 
visions  to  be  in  any  way  trans- 
gressed or  neglected  in  the 
house  or  premises  so  licensed, 
shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  dis- 
orderly conduct  ;  and  every  per- 
son so  licensed,  who  shall  permit 
any  such  disorderly  conduct, 
shall  for  the  first  offence  forfeit 
any  such  sum,  not  less  than 
forty  shillings  nor  more  than 
five  pounds,  as  the  justices  be- 
fore whom  such  retailer  shall 
be  convicted  of  such  offence 
shall  adjudge,  and  for  the  se- 
cond such  offence,  any  sum  not 
less  than  five  pounds  nor  more 
than  ten  pounds,  and  for  the 
third  such  offence,  any  sum  not 
less  than  twenty  pounds  nor 
more  than  fifty  pounds,"  &c. 

Section  15  enacts,  ''  That  all 
penalties  under  this  act,  save 
and  except  the  penalty  herein- 
before mentioned  for  selling 
beer  by  any  person  not  duly 
licensed,  shall  and  may  be  re- 
covered upon  the  information 
of  any  person  whomsoever  be- 
fore two  justices  acting  in  petty 
sessions;  and  that  every  such 
penalty  shall  be  prosecuted  and 
proceeded  for  within  three  ca- 
lendar months  next  after  the 
commission  of  the  offence  in 
respect  of  which  such  penalty 
shall  be  incurred;  and  every 
person  licensed  under  this  act, 
who  shall  be  convicted  before 
two  justices  so  acting  in  and 
for  the  division  or  place  in 
which  shall  be  situate  the  house 


kept,  or  theretofore  kept,  by 
such  person,  of  any  offence 
against  the  tenor  of  the  license 
to  him  granted  under  this  act, 
or  of  any  offence  for  which  any 
penalty  is  imposed  by  this  act, 
shall,  unless  proof  be  adduced 
to  the  satisfaction  of  such  jus- 
tices that  such  person  had  been 
theretofore  convicted  before 
two  justices  within  the  space 
of    twelve    calendar    months 

» 

next  preceding  of  some  offence 
against  the  tenor  of  his  license, 
or  against  thb  act,  be  adjudged 
by  such  justices  to  be  guilty  of 
a  first  offence  against  the  pro- 
visions of  this  act,  and  to  for- 
feit and  pay  any  penalty  by 
this  act  imposed  for  such  of- 
fence, or  if  no  specific  penalty 
be  imposed  for  such  offence, 
then  any  sum  not  exceedinf^ 
five  pounds,  together  with  the 
costs  of  the  conviction ;  and  if 
proof  shall  be  adduced  to  the 
satisfaction  of  such  justices  that 
such  personhad  been  previously 
convicted  before  two  justices 
within  the  space  of  .twelve  ca- 
lendar months  next  preceding 
of  one  such  offence  only,  such 
person  shall  be  adjudged  by 
such  justices  to  be  guilty  of  a 
second  offence  against  the  pro- 
visions of  this  act,  and  to  for- 
feit and  pay  any  penalty  by 
this  act  imposed  for  such  of- 
fence, or  if  no  specific  penalty 
be  so  imposed,  then  any  sum 
not  exceeding  ten  pounds,  to- 
gether with  the  costs  of  the 
conviction,'*  &c. 
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IB,  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  house  belon^ng  ta  1848. 
the  plaintiff  was  situate  within  the  divimon  of  Ashford, 
for  which  the  defendants  acted.  It  does  allege  that  the 
defendants  acted  for  the  division  of  Ashford^  in  the 
oonnty  of  Kent,  and  that  the  house  of  the  plaintiff  was 
in  the  parish  of  Ashford^  in  the  said  county.  That 
description  is  snffident  to  shew  that  the  house  of  the 
plaintiff  was  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  convicting 
justices.  In  Begina  v.  Tohe  (a)  it  was  held,  that,  under 
the  43  Eliz.  c.  2,  and  59  Gea  3,  c  12,  an  order  describ- 
ing a  person  *'of "  the  parish,  in  the  countj  &c.,  for 
which  the  justices  acted,  shewed  distinctly  enough  tliat 
he  dwelt  within  that  county.  The  second  objection  is^ 
that  it  does  not  appear  on  the  conviction  that  the  in-* 
formation  was  laid  within  three  calendar  months  after 
the  offence  was  committed,  as  required  by  section  15« 
Assuming  that  there  should  be  sudi  an  allegation,  still 
the  dates  which  are  ^ven  shew  the  proceedings  to  be 
correct.  The  conviction  is  dated  December  2nd,  and 
the  offence  is  alleged  to  have  been  committed  on  the 
28th  of  September,  1846 ;  but  the  conviction  need  not 
aver  that  the  information  was  laid  within  three  months, 
because  the  time  is  limited  by  a  section  subsequent  to 
that  which  creates  the  offence,  and  is  matter  of  defence. 
The  third  objection  is,  that,  inasmuch  as  the  plaintiff 
might  be  licensed  to  sell  beer  either  under  the  beer  acts, 
or  as  a  publican  under  the  excise  acts,  it  is  doubtfid 
to  which  dass  of  statutes  the  conviction  has  reference. 
The  offence  is  laid  contrary  to  the  form  of  tiie  sta* 
tutee,  and  the  conviction  sets  out  an  offence  which  is 
consiBtent  with  the  provisions  of  the  statutes  that  re- 
late to  selling  beer  by  retaiL  ,The  fourth  objection  is, 
that  the  charge  is  uncertain,  for  not  giving  the  names 
of  the  persons  drunk  or  disorderly.    It  is  not  necessary, 

(a)  8  A.  &  £.  227. 
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1848.  and  might  be  impossible,  to  giye  the  names  of  the  per- 
sons so  offending,  and  the  plaintiff  would  only  be  liable 
for  one  penalty  for  acts  committed  the  same  day,  and 
therefore  could  not  be  prejudiced  in  his  defence.  The 
conviction  charges  the  plaintiff  with  **  permitting  dronk- 
enness  and  other  disorderly  conduct,"  foUowiog  the 
words  of  the  statute;  and  the  fifth  ^objection  is,  that 
two  distinct  offences  are  charged.  In  Newman  y.  Ben^ 
dyshe  (a)  and  Rex  v.  Sahnunu  (ft),  the  convictions  were 
held  bad  because  they  included  more  than  one  distinct 
oflfence ;  but  in  this  case  the  offence  is  single,  because  one 
penni«rion  might  be  giyen  to  commit  drunkenneea  and 
other  disorderly  conduct.  The  sixth  objection  is,  that 
the  allegation  against  the  tenor  of  the  license  is  insuffi- 
cient, and  that  the  license  ought  to  be  set  out.  In 
Newman  v.  The  Earl  of  Hardwiche  (e)  there  was  an 
uncertainty  apparent  on  the  conviction;  but  in  this 
case  the  offence  is  stated  to  be  contrary  to  the  tenor  of 
the  license,  and  the  form  of  the  license  is  given  in  tiie 
schedule  annexed  to  the  act.  The  conviction  need  not 
allege  that  the  first  offence  was  the  same  as  the  second. 
The  last  objection  is,  that  it  does  not  appear  what  part 
of  the  penalty  is  to  be  paid  as  costs,  and  what  part  to 
the  treasurer.  By  payment  of  the  £10  penalty  within 
seven  days  after  the  conviction  takes  place,  the  plaintiff 
would  be  discharged,  and,  when  that  sum  is  paid,  the 
magistrates  may  then  ascertain  the  amount  of  costs,  and 
appropriate  the  rest  as  the  statute  directs.  The  pldn- 
tiff  is  required  to  pay  £10,  part  of  which  is  in  the  na- 
ture of  costs;  and  by  stat.  18  Geo.  3,  c  19,  s.  2,  it  is 
provided,  **  that,  on  the  conviction  of  any  person  on  any 
penal  statute,  when  the  penalty  shall  exceed  the  sum  of 
£10,  the  justices  shall  in  their  discretion  deduct  the 
costs  out  of  such  penalty,  provided  the  deduction  shall 

(a)  10  A.  &  E.  11.      (b)  1  T.  R.  249.      (c)  8  A.  &  £.  124. 
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not  exceed  one-fifth  of  the  penalty,  and  the  remidnder        1848* 
shall  be  divided  among  the  persons  who  would  have 
been  entitled  in  case  this  act  had  not  been  made." 

Hawkins,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  conviction 
omits  to  shew  the  jurisdiction  of  the  defendants.  They 
are  alleged  to  be  justices  for  the  division  of  Ashford, 
and  the  house  is  alleged  to  be  in  the  parish  of  Ashford ; 
but  there  is  no  allegation  that  the  parish  of  Ashford  is 
in  the  division  of  that  name*  In  Begina  v.  ShipgUm-^ 
upoinrStawr{a)  the  Court  refused  to  draw  any  inference 
from  the  similarity  of  names.  In  Regina  v.  Martin  (b), 
and  Regina  v.  Morice  (c)>  a  similar  objection  prevailed 
against  orders  made  under  the  Highway  Act;  and  Rex 
V.  Chandler {d)y  Regina^.  St,  Margaret Sy  fFestminster (e), 
and  Thame  v.  Jackson  [f),  are  cases  where  the  same  strict 
rule  of  construction  has  been  observed.  It  does  not  ap- 
pear from  the  conviction  that  the  information  was  laid 
within  the  time  spedfied  by  the  statute,  because  the 
aOegation  that  the  information  was  laid  on  the  1st  of 
September  is  immaterial,  and  evidence  might  have  been 
given  of  an  offence  committed  on  the  1st  of  July.  The 
plaintiff  was  liable  to  be  proceeded  against  either  under 
the  statutes  with  reference  to  the  selling  beer  by  retail, 
or  under  the  excise  acts,  as  a  publican  and  innkeeper ; 
and,  inasmuch  as  the  penalties  are  different,  the  convic- 
tion leaves  it  doubtful  under  which  set  of  statutes  the 
plaintiff  was  convicted.  In  Rex  v.  Pereira  (g)  the  con- 
viction left  it  doubtful  whether  a  person  was  proceeded 
against  for  being  **  on  board  the  vessel  within  the  port, 
or  within  one  league  of  the  coast  of  the  United  King- 

(a)  1  New  SesB.  Cas.  290 ;  (e)  2  New  Seas.  Cas.  31 ;  7 

6  Q.  B.  R.  119.  Q.  B.  R.  569. 

(ft)  2  Q.  B.  R.  1037.  (/)  4  Dowl.  &  L.  478. 

(c)  I  New  Sees.  Cas.  686.  (^)  2  A.  &  E.  376. 

(d)  14  East,  267. 
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1849.  dom.^  The  conTiction  follows  the  informatioii,  and 
should  state  the  names  of  the  persons  permitted  to  get 
drunk,  or  give  a  description  of  what  is  included  under 
the  words  ''  other  disorderly  conduct,"  in  order  that  the 
plaintiff  might  not  be  prejudiced  in  making  his  defence. 
In  Itex  y.  Dave  (a)  the  conviction  was  held  bad  for  not 
stating  whether  the  persons  tippling  were  inhabitants  or 
strangers.  Cclbome  v.  Stackdak  (b),  Rex  y.  Spcarling  (c), 
and  Bex  v.  Chapnum  {d)y  are  decisions  to  the  same  effect 
The  plaintiff  is  convicted  of  permitting  drunkenness  and 
other  disorderly  conduct,  which  charge  is  double,  and 
leaves  it  uncertain  on  which  charge  the  magistrates 
convicted :  Newman  v.  Bendyske  {e).  The  license  also 
should  be  set  out  in  the  conviction,  that  the  Court  may 
see  whether  the  conditions  of  it  have  been  violated.  In 
Neuman  v.  JTie  Earl  of  Hardwiche  (/),  the  conviction 
was  for  allowing  beer  to  be  consumed  in  a  licensed  house 
at  a  time  held  to  be  unlawful  by  an  order  of  justices,  and 
the  Court  held  it  bad  for  not  shewing  either  that  the  ses- 
nons  made  such  order,  or  at  what  time  the  house  was 
kept  open.  The  conviction  charges  the  plaintiff  with 
being  guilty  of  a  second  offence ;  but  it  must  appear  to 
be  a  second  offence  of  the  same  description  as  the  first, 
because  there  are  other  offences  mentioned  in  the  act. 
The  pluntiff  is  convicted  in  the  penalty  of  £10,  a  moiety 
of  which,  after  deducting  the  costs,  is  to  be  paid  to  the 
informer,  and  the  other  moiety  to  the  treasurer  of  the 
county.  If  the  pliuntiff  is  convicted  under  the  13th 
section,  there  is  no  provision  as  to  costs ;  but  if  he  is 
convicted  under  the  15th  section,  then  he  is  liable  to 
pay,  for  a  second  offence,  a  sum  not  exceeding  £10,  to- 
gether with  the  costs  of  the  conviction,  and  in  such  case 
the  adjudication  is  bad  for  not  ascertaining  the  amount 

(a)  8  B.  &  A.  596.  {d)  Sayer,  203. 

{h)  1  Stra.  493.  {e)  10  A.  &  E.  11. 

(c)  Id.  497..  (/)  8  A.  &  E,  124. 
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of  costs,  aad  directing  how  much  was  to  be  paid  to  the         1848. 
informer,  and  how  much  to  the  treasurer:  Bex  v.  8eale{a\ 
Bex  V.  Symands  (b),  Chaddock  y.  Wilbraham  (c),  SeUwood 
Y*  Mountijfy  Bex  v.  Pcu/ne{ey 

Cur.  adv.  Tult 

Liord  Denman,  C.  J. — This  was  an  action  of  trespass 
for  taking  goods  under  a  warrant  of  distress  to  levy  a 
penalty  on  a  conviction ;  and  a  rule  for  entering  a  ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff  was  obtained,  on  the  ground  that 
tiie  conviction  was  void.  The  first  objection  was,  that 
the  conviction  did  not  state  that  tiie  magistrates  were 
of  the  division  in  which  tiie  house  of  Wray  was  situated. 
The  statement  as  to  tibis  was,  that  '^  Wray,  of  &c,  was 
duly  convicted  before  us,  two  justices  in  and  for  the  sud 
county,  acting  in  petty  sessions  in  and  for  the  division 
of  Ashford,  in  the  said  county,  for  that  he  permitted, 
in  a  house  in  the  parish  of  Ashford,''  &c. ;  and  it  was 
oontended,  that  the  parish  of  Ashford  was  not  shewn  to 
be  in  the  division  of  Ashford.  There  are  two  answers 
to  this  objection :  first,  the  conviction,  in  the  present 
form,  is  given  by  the  statutes.  By  the  11  Geo.  4  &  1 
WilL  4,  c  64,  s.  25,  it  is  enacted,  that  a  conviction,  in 
the  form  and  to  the  effect  following,  mutatis  mutandis, 
as  the  case  may  be,  shall  be  good  and  effectual^  with- 
out stating  the  case  or  the  facts  or  evidence  in  any  more 
particular  manner: — *^  Be  it  remembered,  tiiat  on  &c., 
A  B.,  of  &c.,  was  duly  convicted  before  us,  C.  D.  and 

£.  F.,  two  justices,  &c.,  in  petty  seesions,  for  the 

of ,  for  that,*'  &c. 

By  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  85,  this  act  was  amended, 
and  a  power  of  licensing  premises  for  retailing  beer, 
either  to  be  drunk  on  the  premises  or  not,  was  created ; 
and,  by 'sect  11,  all  powers  and  forms  in  the  former  act, 

(a)  8  East,  568.  {d)  1  Q.  B.  R.  720. 

{b)  1  East,  189.  (e)  4  D.  &  R.  72. 

(c)  Ante,  p.  226. 
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1848.  with  reference  to  persons  licensed  under  that  act,  shall^ 
be  deemed  to  be  applicable  to  all  persons  licensed  under 
it,  and  to  all  offences  committed  hj  such  persons,  of  the 
same  description  as  the  offences  mentioned  in  the  former 
act  Wray  was  licensed  under  the  later  act ;  but  the 
conviction,  in  the  form  given  by  the  former  act,  is  legaL 
The  objection  assumes  that  the  petty  sessions  must  be 
stated  to  be  for  the  division  in  which  the  house  was 
situated.  The  form  requires  merely  the  name  of  the 
division  for  which  the  petty  sessions  are  held ;  and  the 
conviction,  as  to  this,  is  in  that  form.  Secondly,  if  it 
was  necessary  that  the  house  of  Wray  should  appear  to 
be  in  the  division  of  Ashford,  it  does  so  appear.  The 
conviction  speaks  of  the  parish  of  Ashford  and  the  divi- 
sion of  Ashford.  The  meaning  of  the  word  **  division," 
in  respect  of  justices'  jurisdiction,  would  make  it  pro- 
bable that  it  was  named  after  some  known  place  therein ; 
and  it  is  also  probable,  that,  when  Ashford  is  menttoned 
in  this  conviction,  it  is  the  same  Ashford,  thou^  a  par 
rish  and  a  division  are  denoted  by  it.  The  ordinary 
use  of  language  woidd  lead  to  the  inference  that  the 
parish  was  in  the  dividon.  The  probability  of  this  infer- 
ence is  confirmed  by  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  43,  making  pro- 
vision for  divisions  of  counties ;  and  section  7  directs 
the  justices  '^  to  appoint  or  continue  to  each  division 
the  name  of  some  prindpal  or  convenient  parish,  town- 
ship, or  place  within  the  same."  Where  the  act  has 
been  applied,  the  parish  giving  the  name  to  a  division 
would  be  in  that  division.  It  does  not  appear  whether 
this  act  has  been  brought  into  operation  in  Kent ;  but 
even  if  not,  the  statute  recognises  the  probability  that 
the  name  of  a  division  will  be  the  name  of  a  parish,  and 
that  such  parish  will  be  within  the  division,  as  conve- 
nience obviously  requires.  InReffina  v.  Martin'(a)f  the 
names  of  the  division  and  of  the  parish  were  different; 

(a)  2  Q.  B.  R.  1037,  n. 
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80^  alfio,  in  Regina  v.  M(niee{a).  There,  the  parish  was  1848. 
Bygrave,  and  the  division  Odsey ;  and  the  judgment 
was  expressed  to  be  on  the  ground,  that  it  was  not  ex- 
presdy  stated,  nor  to  be  inferred  from  anything  which 
was  stated,  that  Bygrave  is  in  the  division  of  Odsey* 
On  these  grounds,  we  think  that  the  first  objection  fiuls. 
It  was,  secondly,  objected,  that  it  does  not  appear 
that  the  prosecution  was  within  three  months  after  the 
offence.  The  answer  is,  firsts  that  ihis  limitadon,  being 
entirely  distiQCt  from  the  enactment  creating  the  o& 
fence,  is  matter  of  defence  and  need  not  be  noticed  in 
the  conviction ;  and,  secondly,  that  the  form  ^ven  by 
the  statute  dispenses  with  the  mention  of  it,  had  it  other- 
wise been  necessary.  Thirdly,  it  wbs  objected  that  the 
offence  was  stated  to  be  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  sta- 
tutes, instead  of  the  statute.  But  this  objection  arises 
from  ignorance:  the  conviction  is  by  the  joint  operation 
of  the  two  statutes  above  referred  ta  Fourthly,  it  was 
objected,  that  a  conviction,  for  permitting  drunkenness 
and  other  disorderly  conduct,  was  too  vague,  because  it 
did  not  specify  the  names  of  the  drunkards  or  state  that 
they  were  unknown,  and  so  the  party  might  not  be  able 
to  prepare  for  his  defence  or  shew^thstiie  had  been  be- 
fore convicted.  But  it  appears  to  us  that  the  names  of 
the  drunkards  would  be  often  unknown  where  the  house 
was  closed  or  the  inmates  were  strangers  to  the  inform- 
ers, and  that  the  requirement  of  the  names  would  lead 
to  no  good  purpose.  The  statement  of  them  in  the  con- 
viction is  irrelevant  to  preparing  for  the  defence  at  the 
trial,  whieh  is  then  over,  and,  even  if  required  in  the 
ccmviction,  they  would  not  be  required  in  the  munmons ; 
and,  if  the  party  wished  to  prepare  for  his  defence,  he 
would  have  to  i^ply  for  an  adjournment  of  the  hearing, 
and  the  statement  of  th^n  would  not  be  wanted  to  shew 

(a)  1  New  Sees.  Cas.  685. 
VOL.  m.  z  N.  s.  c. 
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1848.  that  he  had  been  before  oonyicted;  for^  if  he  can  mcnr 
two  penalties  on  the  same  day  for  each  permission, 
(about  which  we  give  no  opinion),  it  is  dear  that  the 
same  persons  may  be  the  drunkards  on  both  occasions^ 
and  so  their  names  would  not  prove  the  identity  of  the 
offence. 

It  was  also  objected,  under  this  head,  that  the  charge 
of  permitting  drunkenness  and  other  disorderly  conduct 
was  double,  and  that  the  chaige  should  have  been  limited 
to  one.    But  the  answer  is,  that  the  charge  is  of  permis- 
sion, which  may,  at  one  and  the  same  time,  be  both  of 
drunkenness  and  disorderly  conduct    Where  the  chaige 
was  of  an  endeavour  to  incite  to  mutiny  and  oth^  tnd- 
torous  practices,  the  judges  expressed  an  opinion  that 
this  charge  was  not  double,  as  the  sam^  endeayour  to 
incite  might  be  to  both  offences:    Rex  v.  FtJler{a), 
And  so  an  indictment  for  defacing,  injuring,  and  destroy- 
ing a  register,  was  held  not  double,  though  each  act 
was  a  distinct  offence :  Jtegina  v*  Bowen  (6).    And  the 
further  answer  is,  that  the  statute  sanctions,  if  it  does 
not  require,  the  chaige  to  comprise  disorderly  conduct 
as  well  as  drimkenness.     The  11  Geo.  4  &  1  Will.  4, 
c  64,  s.  13,  enacts,  that  the  person  permitting  persons  to 
be  guilty  of  '*  drunkenness  or  disorderly  conduct,"  shall 
forfeit  the  sums  after  specified;  it  then  declares  any 
breach  of  the  conditions  of  the  license  to  be  disorderly 
conduct ;  and  then  specifies,  that  any  person  who  shall 
be  guilty  of  such  disorderly  conduct,  shall  forfeit^  for  the 
first  offence,  so  mucL    The  penalty  is  attached  to  dis« 
orderly  conduct  only,  and  it  is  not  difficult  to  understand 
that  the  penalty  was  intended  to  attach  to  drunkenness; 
that  would  be  accompanied  with  disorderly  conduct^  and 
so  be  capable  of  definite  proof,  and  be  evidence  of  an 
intentional  permission.     The  license  is,  not  to  permit 

(a)  1  B.  &  P.  180.  (b)  1  C.  &  K.  601. 
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drunkenness  or  other  disorderly  conduct;  and  this  con^-  .1848. 
yiction  is  also  for  transgresung.  the  condition  of  the 
license  in  this  respect*  The  effect  of  the  license  and  of 
the  statute  is  precisely  the  same^  and  the  question  is  not 
altered  by  reason  thereof;  also,  as  the  license  is  embo* 
died  in  the  statute,  there  is  no  necessity  for  setting  it 
out;  also  the  form  given  would  dispense  with  it,  if  it 
had  been  otherwise  necessary. 

It  was  lastly  objected,  that  the  award  of  the  division 
of  the  penalty  was  void,  because  it  gave  costs  drcuit« 
ously,  but  left  them  unsettled,  and  so  rendered  the  pay- 
ment to  the  parties  almost  impossible.  The  answer  is, 
that  the  conviction  does  not  adjudge  that  the  defendant 
shonid  pay  costs,  but  only  the  penalty;  indeed,  the  sta- 
tute 11  (xeo.  4  &  1  WilL  4,  c  64,  is  so  worded,  that 
the  ma^trates  did  wisely  in  not  a^ud^ng  that  the  de^ 
fendant  should  pay  costs,  and  omitting  the  costs  of  con- 
viction from  the  statutory  form ;  for,  by  sect.  15,  '*  If  the 
conviction  is  of  any  offence  for  which  a  penalty  is  im- 
posed by  the  act,  the  defendant  should  be  adjudged  to 
pay  such  penalty;  or,  if  no  specific  penalty  be  imposed, 
then  to  pay  the  sum  mentioned,  together  with  the  costs 
of  Buit.^  For  the  offence  in  question,  a  penalty  was 
specified  in  sect  13 ;  and  the  construction  of  sect.  15 
which  first  occurs  to  the  mind  is,  that  the  power  of 
adding  the  costs  to  the  penalty  does  not  apply  when  the 
penalty  is  specified.  Section  15  directs  the  penalty  to 
be  paid  simply.  The  form  of  the  conviction,  given  in 
the  statute,  expresses,  that  the  defendant  had  forfeited 
the  penalty,  without  saying  to  whom ;  and,  under  the  18 
Greo.  3,  c  19,  and  41  Geo.  3,  c.85,  this  penalty  would  be 
payable  to  the  justices ;  and,  by  1  Will.  4,  c  64,  s.  22, 
the  justices  have  power  to  award  portions  of  the  penalty 
''  that  has  been  recoveftd.'^  This  award  the  justices  have 
here  added  to  the  form  of  the  conviction  given  by  the 
statute ;  and  as  it  relates  to  the  disposal  of  the  fine  afler 

z2 
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1848.  it  has  been  pud  by  the  defendant^  it  affords  no  ground 
of  comphunt  for  him.  By  the  18  Geo.  3,  a  19,  the 
justices,  in  so  disposing  of  the  fine,  might  award  costs 
to  the  prosecutor,  to  be  deducted  out  of  the  fine,  pro- 
vided they  do  not  exceed  one-fifth.  This  power  has 
been  informally  exercised,  but  it  matters  not  to  the  de- 
fendant As  all  the  objections  to  the  conviction  fiiil, 
the  rule  for  entering  a  yerdict  for  the  ph&intiff  is  dis- 
charged. 

Bule  dischaiged. 


# 
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The  Queen  v.  Joseph  Booth.  A(w-  13. 

IN  Trinity  Term  last,  Huddlestan  obtained  a  rule  call-  a  depntj  pa- 
ingupon  Joseph  Booth  to  shew  cause  why  an  information  |^~^^bj' 
in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto  should  not  be  exhibited  lu«  principal, 

and  approved  of 

against  him,  to  shew  by  what  authority  he  claimed  to  bjthejiutioei 

be  deputy  constable  for  the  township  of  Sowerby,  in  riouTmaj^ 

the  West  Riding  of  the  county  of  York.  J[^  ^^0^^- 

In  appeared  by  the  affidavits  in  support  of  the  rule,  p^^*  although 

...  I*       1     1  •  1  nis  Dame  is  not 

which  were  not  contradicted,  that,  at  a  special  petty  ses-  contained  in 
aon  held  at  Halifax  on  the  28th  of  March,  1848,  for  the  ^t  ^^. 
appointment  of  parish  constables,  pursuant  to  the  6  &  6  ''^'J"'"  ^ 
Vict  c  109,  C.  H.  Clarke,  a  person  whose  name  ap-  bled,  and  re- 
peared  in  the  list  of  those  returned  by  the  overseers  as  jnatioea  as  the 
qualified,  was  proposed  by  Joseph  Booth  as  a  proper  qjjjjjffto^ 
person  to  be  appointed  parochial  constable.    Mr.  Clarke  f^^  "^  ^' 

.  •       "**»  pnrBoant 

was.not  present  on  that  occanon;  but  one  of  the  magis-  to  the  stat  5  & 
trates  having  asked  whether,  if  they  appointed  Mr.  *  *' 

Clarke,  he  was  willing  to  serve  the  office,  J.  Booth  re- 
plied he  had  made  an  arrangement  with  Mr.  Clarke  to 
serve  as  his  deputy  if  he  was  appointed  parochial  con- 
stable. Mr.  Clarke  was  then  appointed,  and  the  session 
was  adjourned  to  the  8th  of  April,  when  Mr.  Clarke  was 
present,  and  J.  Booth  was  appointed  to  act  as  his  sub- 
stitute, and  was  accordingly  sworn  in.  It  appeared  that 
J.  Booth  was  qualified  to  fill  the  office  of  constable,  but 
his  name  was  not  contained  in  the  list  returned  by  the 
overseers. 
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1848. 
The  QoBSM 

9. 

Booth. 


Knmoles  now  shewed  cause. — There  is  no  enactment 
in  any  of  the  clauses  of  the  6  &  6  Vict  c  109  {a),  that 


(a)  Section  2  enacts,  ""That 
the  justices  shall,  within  thirty 
days  next  after  the  passing  of 
this  act,  and  within  the  first 
se^en  days  of  February  in  each 
following  year,  issue  a  precept 
under  the  hands  of  any  two  of 
them  to  the  overseers  of  each 
parish  within  the  division,  re- 
quiring them  to  make  out  and 
return,  within  eighty  days  next 
after  the  passing  of  Uiis  act,  and 
before  the  twenty-fourth  day  of 
March  in  each  following  year, 
a  list,  in  writing*  of  a  compe- 
tent number  of  men  within 
their  respective  parishes  quali- 
fied and  liable  to  serve  as  con- 
stables, and  also  to  perform  all 
other  requisites  in  the  said  pre- 
cepts contained  ;  and  with  the 
said  precept  shall  be  given  no- 
tice to  the  said  overseers  of  the 
time  and  place  where  such  spe- 
cial session  of  the  peace  as  afore- 
said will  be  holden. " 

Section  3  enacts,  ''That  the 
overseers  of  every  parish  upon 
the  receipt  of  such  precept  shall 
summon  a  meeting  of  the  in- 
habitants in  vestry  to  be  holden 
within  fourteen  days  after  the 
receipt  of  the  said  precept,  and 
the  vestry,  at  such  meeting, 
shall  make  out  a  list  in  writing 
of  such  number  as  shall  be 
named  in  the  precept  of  men 
residing  within  their  parish 
who  shall  be  qualified  and  lia- 
ble to  serve  as  constables,  with 
the  christian  name  and  sur- 
namci  and  with  the  true  place 


of  abode,  the  title,  quality,  call- 
ing, or  business  of  each  written 
at  full  length ;  provided  also, 
that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
vestry  to  annex  to  the  said  re- 
turn  the  names  of  any  number 
of  men  willing  to  serve  the  office 
of  constable,  and  whom  the  vee- 
try  will  recommend  to  be  ap- 
pointed, although  not  having 
the  qualification  hereinafter 
mentioned.'' 

Section  5  enacts,  ^  That  every 
able-bodied  man  resident  within 
the  said  parish,  between  the 
ages  of  twenty-five  years  and 
fifty-five  years,  rated  to  the  re- 
lief of  the  poorer  to  the  county 
rate  on  any  tenements  of  the 
net  yearly  value  of  fi>ur  pounds 
or  upwards,  except  such  per- 
sons as  shall  be  exempt  or  dis- 
qualified as  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, shall  be  qualified  and 
liable  to  serve  as  constable  of 
that  parish." 

Sect.  11  enacts,  **  That  when 
any  list  shall  have  been  allowed, 
the  justices  shall  choose  from 
the  allowed  list  the  names  of 
such  number  of  persons  as  they 
shall  deem  necessary  (having 
regard  to  the  extent  and  popu- 
lation of  the  parish)  to  act  as 
constables  within  the  parish 
during  the  year  then  next  fol- 
lowing, and  until  other  consta- 
bles shall  be  chosen  and  sworn 
to  act  in  their  stead  as  consta- 
bles for  such  parbh :  provided 
always,  that  where  any  person 
shall  have  been  chosen  to  aerre^ 
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the  dioice  of  deputy  constable  must  be  made  &om  the 
liat  returned  by  the  overseers.  There  is  a  proviso  at  the 
end  of  section  3,  that  the  vestry  may  annex  to  the  re- 
turn the*  names  of  any  number  of  men  willing  to  serve 
the  office,  and  whom  the  vestry  will  recommend,  although 
not  qualified.  Cases,  therefore,  were  contemplated  by 
the  legislature  where  a  person  not  doly  qualified  might 
fill  the  office  of  constable.  Booth  is  qualified,  but  no 
qualification  is  requisite  for  a  deputy.  By  sect.  12,  if 
the  person  chosen  is  unwilling  to  serve  the  office,  the 
magistrates  may  appoint  a  person  to  be  his  deputy ;  and 
here,  in  the  exercise  of  that  discretion,  they  have  ap- 
pointed Booth. 


1848. 


The  QuKBN 

V. 

Booth. 


JBiiddkston,  in  support  of  the  rule. — A  parochial  con- 
stable, by  the  common  law,  was  chosen  by  the  freemen 
at  the  court-leet  or  torn,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the 
lord  of  the  manor  or  sheriff,  and  afterwards  by  the 
magistrates:  Bac.  Abr.,  '' Constable,*  A.    In  Rex  v. 


and  shall  have  served  the  office 
of  constable,  either  in  person  or 
by  sabstitute  as  hereinafter  pro- 
vided, he  shall  not  be  liable  to 
be  again  chosen  until  every 
other  person  in  the  parish  liable 
and  qualified  to  serve  shall  have 
also  served  the  office  of  consta- 
ble, either  in  person  or  by  sub- 
stitute." 

Section  12  directs,  that  the 
person  so  chosen  shall  appear 
on  a  day  to  be  fixed  by  the  jus- 
tices to  be  sworn  in,  and  con- 
tains the  following  proviso  : — 
**  Provided  always,  that  if  any 
qualified  person,  chosen  as  afore- 
said, shall  be  unwilling  to  serve 
the  office  of  constable  in  person, 
and  shall  find  a  substitute  to  be 


approved  by  the  justices,  and 
willing  to  serve  for  him,  the 
person  so  chosen,  and  unwilling 
to  serve,  shall  attend  with  his 
proposed  substitute  at  the  time 
and  place  appointed  for  swear- 
ing in  constables,  and  the  jus- 
tices, if  they  shall  approve  of 
such  proposed  substitute,  shall 
cause  the  oath  to  be  adminis- 
tered to  him,  instead  of  the  per- 
son so  chosen  and  unwilling  te 
serve ;  but  the  service  of  any 
person  as  substitute  for  another 
person  shall  not  be  reckoned  as 
his  own  service,  so  as  to  exempt 
him  from  being  sooner  chosen 
to  serve  in  his  own  person  than 
otherwise  he  would  have  beei^ 
liable  to." 
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1848.  Adlard  (a),  Abbott^  C«  J.,  in  giving  judgment,  eajB, 
^^The  office  of  constable  is  of  a  personal  not  a  pecaniarj 
service.  It  is  to  be  performed  bj  personal  attendance 
within  the  district,  the  constable  is  supposed  to  be 
known  to  all  the  inhabitants  within  the  district,  and 
they  are  bound  to  yield  obedience  to  him,  and  to  be 
sistants  to  him  at  his  command,  in  the  exercise  of 
lawful  authority."  The  5  &  6  Vict  c.  109,  still  reserves 
to  the  inhabitants  of  any  paridi  or  district  the  same  con- 
trol over  the  election  of  constableSi  Section  3  requires 
the  overseers  to  make  out  a  list  of  persons  qualified  to 
serve  the  office,  and  such  list,  out  of  which  the  con- 
stable is  to  be  chosen,  contains  the  names  of  persons  in 
whom  the  inhabitants  can  place  confidence.  In  Under^ 
hill  v«  ffltts  (b)  it  was  held,  that  where  a  substitute  was 
approved  by  the  inhabitants,  and  sworn  in  at  the  leet^  if 
he  absconded,  the  principal  was  nevertheless  discharged. 
Unless,  therefore,  the  substitute  is  appointed  from  the 
list  returned  by  the  vestry,  the  inhabitants  will  lose  all 
control  over  the  appointment  of  the  person  who  is  vir* 
tually  responsible  for  the  due  dischaxge  of  the  duties  of 
constable. 

Lord  Dekmak,  C*  J. — ^It  seems  to  me  that  the  act  is 
perfectly  dear.  There  is  to  be  a  list  which  must  be 
composed  of  qualified  persons,  to  which  may  be  annexed 
another  list  of  persons  not  qualified,  but  who  are  willing 
to  serve.  Here  the  qualified  person  makes  an  agreement 
with  a  person  who  was  willing  to  serve.  Of  course  the 
substitute  must  have  some  consideration  for  serving.  If 
the  consideration  was  corrupt,  that  would  of  itself  set 
aside  the  whole  proceeding.  It  appears  to  me  that  the 
act  of  Parliament  has  been  fully  complied  with* 


(a)  4  B.  &  C.  772.  (b)  3  £^p.56. 
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CoLBBiDGE,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  1848. 
There  is  nothing  to  show  that  the  substitute  must  be  j*^  qukvk 
a  qualified  person^  in  the  sense  of  qualification  as  em-  .^^ 
ployed  in  the  act,  and  as  requiredfor  the  persons  whose 
names  are  inserted  in  the  list  made  under  the. precept 
issued  by  the  magistrates  to  the  vestry.  The  third  sec- 
tion shows  that  persons  willing  to  serve,  and  who  may 
be  recommended  by  the  vestry,  maybe  appointed,  though 
not  strictly  qualified  persons ;  so  that,  under  the  act  itr 
self,  it  is  dear,  that  some  unqualified  persons  may,  under 
some  circumstances,  serve  as  principals.  Now  tiie  ques- 
tion in  this  case  is,  whetiier  unqualified  persons  may  serve 
as  substitutes.  It  would  be  strange  if  they  might  serve 
as  principals,  and  yet  might  not  serve  as  substitutes ; 
yet  that  consequence  would  inevitably  flow  firom  the 
aigument  now  pressed  upon  us. 

WiGHTBCAK,  J. — The  only  objection  here  is,  that  the 
name  of  the  substitute  does  not  appear  in  the  list  of  those 
who  are  returned  to  the  magistrates  as  qualified  under 
the  act.  I  do  not  find  anytiiing  in  the  act  to  shew  tiiat 
the  name  of  the  substitute  shall  also  be  on  the  list  of 
qualified  persons,  and,  indeed,  it  is  not  necessary  that  he 
should  be  on  that  list;  for  he  is  to  be  presented  to  the 
ma^strates,  who  are  to  exercise  their  discretion  in  his 
appointment;  that  is  in  itself  sufficient  to  prevent  the 
appointment  of  an  improper  person. 

Eble,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  question 
is,  whether  the  statute  has  required  tiiat  there  should  be 
a  qualified  person  to  serve  as  a  substitute.  The  statute 
does  not  in  terms  require  that ;  and  I  do  not  think  that 
wc  ought  to  depart  from  the  plain  meaning  of  the  act. 

Bule  discharged. 
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1848. 

N(m.  16.       The  Qiteek  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  St.  Ebbs^  Ozfohd. 

Theprovifott  v/N  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  for  the 
9  &?0  VvSt!^  removal  of  Mary  Elsbury,  and  her  three  children,  from 
%^*oiii^'toP'  *^®  parish  of  St  Andrew  the  Less,  in  the  borough  of 
thoM  penoni  Cambridge,  to  the  parish  of  St  Ebbs,  in  the  city  of 
the  enaotiiig  Oxford,  the  sessions  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the 
Hu^^McHon  •  *>P™^^  ^^  *^  Court  upon  the  following  case : — 
and,  thcpcfore,  An  order,  dated  29th  of  April,  1847,  was  made  by 
and  his  wife  C.  E.  B.  and  J.  S.,  Esqrs.,  two  of  her  Majesty's  jus- 
had  come'fato  *^^^^  ^^'>  ^^^  *^®  removal  of  the  pauper  and  her  three 
M^d^''*^        children.     The  said  order  was  appealed  against;  and 

1846,  and  the  on  the  trial  of  the  appeal,  it  was  proved  that  John  Tho- 
thm  in  March,  "°"**  Elsbury  Came  to  reside  in  the  parish  of  St  Andrew 

1847.  and  they'  the  Lcss,  at  Midsummer,  1846,  with  the  said  Mary,  his 

were  removed         ,  ^  '  -^ ' 

to  his  lettie-  wife,  and  their  three  children ;  that  he  and  they  resided 
STdiSimth'  there  from  Midsummer,  1846,  till  March,  1847,  when 
»^w*AaifAOT  ^®  deserted  them,  as  hereinafter  stated;  that  the  said 
wereremova.     Mary  Elsbury,  and  her  three  children,  continued  to 

bla* 

reside  in  the  parish  of  St*  Andrew  the  Less  from  the 
time  of  such  desertion  till  the  making  of  the  said  order; 
that,  at  the  time  of  making  the  said  order,  the  said  Maiy 
Ebbury  and  her  three  children  were  still  residing  in 
the  said  parish  of  St.  Andrew  the  Less ;  that  the  said 
Mary  was,  at  the  time  of  making  the  same  order,  and 
still  is,  the  wife  of  the  said  J.  T.  Elsbury,  and  that  the 
said  three  children  are  the  legitimate  children  of  the 
said  J.  T.  Elsbury  and  Mary  Elsbury;  that  the  said  J. 
T.  Elsbury  had,  before  the  application  for  the  said  order, 
deserted  from  his  said  wife  and  children,  and  that,  at  the 
time  of  the  said  application  for,  and  of  making  the  same 
order,  and  at  the  time  of  hearing  the  said  appeal,  the 
said  J.  T.  Elsbury  still  continued  absent  from  his  said 
wife  and  ehildren ;  and  that,  at  the  time  of  applying  for 
and  making  the  said  order,  and  from  thence  up  to  and 
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at  the  time  of  hearing  the  said  appeal,  the  said  J.  T.         1848. 
Elsbuiy  was  not  residing  or  inhabiting  in  the  said  parish     j^  Qonv 
of  St  Andrew  the  Less:  that  the  residence  of  the  said    ,  ^  ^«-  ^    ^ 

,  Inhabitanti  of 

J.  T.  Elsbarj  was  unknown ;  that  the  said  J.  T.  £1»-  St.  Ebbs, 
bury  was  settled  in  the  stud  parish  of  St.  Ebbs,  and  that 
the  said  Mary  and  the  said  three  children  had  no  other 
settlement  than  the  said  settlement  of  the  said  J.  T. 
Elsbury,  and  were  removed  by  the  said  order  to  the 
said  settlement  of  the  said  J.  T.  Elsbury. 

Counsel  for  the  appellants  objected,  that,  inasmuch  as 
the  said  J.  T.  Elsbury  was  not,  at  the  time  of  applying 
for  and  making  the  said  order,  inhabiting  or  residing  in 
the  said  parish  of  St  Andrew  the  Less,  the  said  J.  T. 
Elsbury  was  not  removable  from  the  same  parish ;  and 
that,  therefore,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  stat.  9  & 
10  Vict  c  66,  for  amending  the  laws  relating  to  the  re- 
moval of  the  poor,  the  said  wife  and  children  of  the  Bsid 
J.  T.  Elsbury  were  not  removable  from  the  same 
parish. 

The  Recorder  held,  that  the  sud  wife  and  children  of 
the  said  J.  T.  Elsbury  were  removable  from  the  said 
parish  of  St  Andrew  the  Less,  subject  to  a  case  for 
the  opinion  of  this  Court.  If  this  Court  shall  be  of 
opinion  that  the  said  Mary  Elsbury  and  the  said  three 
children  were,  under  the  above-mentioned  circumstances, 
removable  from  the  said  parish  of  St  Andrew  the  Less, 
then  the  said  order  to  be  confirmed ;  otherwise,  to  be 
quashed. 

WarUedge  {Mitts  was  with  him),  in  support  of  the 
order  of  sessions. — The  question  is,  whether  when  a 
man  has  resided  in  a  parish  with  his  wife  and  children 
for  a  period  I^  than  five  years,  and  has  deserted  them, 
by  leaving  the  parish,  the  wife  and  children  can  be  re- 
moved in  his  absence  to  the  place  of  his  settlement,  and 
the  decision  will  depend  upon  the  construction  to  be 
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1848*  put  upon  the  proviao  at  the  end  of  the  first  sedionof  the 
Hie  QvMKH  ^^^  9  &  10  Vict  c.  66.  It  is  sabmitted  that  the  pio- 
Inhsbitente  f  ^'^  '^^  ^^  enacting  dause  are  to  be  read  t(^ether,  and 
St.  Ebbs,  that  the  proviflo  does  not  affect  any  person  who  is  not 
within  the  operation  of  the  enacting  part,  and,  as  the 
enacting  part  relates  to  persons  who  have  resided  fire 
years  in  a  parish,  the  proviso  can  have  no  effect  in  this 
case,  where  it  is  fonnd  that  the  man  and  his  wife  had 
only  come  into  the  parish  at  Midsummer,  1846,  and  the 
order  was  made  on  the  29th  of  April,  1847.  The  pro- 
viso mnst  be  construed  as  if  the  words  ^  removable 
according  to  this  act"  had  been  introduced.  Begina  v. 
Salford{a)  decides  that  the  excepting  clause  which  pre* 
cedes  the  proviso  has  no  operation  until,  subject  to  its 
effect,  the  requirement  of  the  enacting  clause  has  been 
fulfilled.  The  policy  of  the  law  is  to  prevent  the  sepa* 
ration  of  man  and  wife;  and  if  the  proviso  is  to  be  con- 
strued as  a  substantive  enactment,  the  consequence  would 
be,  that  where  a  man  had  lived  ^th  his  wife  and  fiunily 
for  a  period  of  less  than  five  years  in  a  parish  to  which 
he  does  not  belong,  and  leaving  her  goes  into  the  parish 
where  he  is  settled,  his  wife  and  family  could  not  be 
removed  after  him ;  and  the  wife  and  family  of  a  man 
who  was  transported  for  life  could  never,  during  his  life^ 
be  removed  firom  any  parish. — He  was  then  stopped  by 
the  Court. 

Nayhr  and  Metcalfe^  contriL — The  intention  of  the 
stat  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66,  was  to  prevent  removals,  and  to 
carry  out  that  intention  the  widest  sense  ought  to  be 
given  to  the  words  of  this  proviso.  Rex  v.  Elikam{b) 
shews  that  a  man  and  his  wife  might  be  separated  by 
consent,  and  that  case  is  not  ovemiIe<Pby  Regina  v. 
Leeds  {c).    In  the  latter  case,  there  was  no  statement  of 

(a)  Ante,  p.  286.  (&)  5  East,  lia 

(c)  1  New  Sess.  Cas.  257  ;  5  Q.  B.  R.  016. 
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consent  on  the  part  of  the  wife,  and  therefore  the  order        1848. 
was  invalid  as  to  her ;  but  it  was  confirmed  as  to  the    j^  quben 
children,  who  were  above  the  ae^e  of  nurture,  and  this  ,.,.?:  ^    . 

^  ...  Inhabitant!  of 

act  may  have  been  passed  to  remedy  this  inconvenience.  St.  Ebbb, 
Begina  v.  Salfard  does  not  apply,  because  there  are 
words  in  that  proviso  which  refer  to  the  enacting  part. 
In  this  proviso,  the  words  are  not  **  whenever  any  such 
person,"  but  "  any  person."  [^Coleridffe,  J. — The  words 
in  the  stat.  11  &  12  Vict,  c  111,  are  ^^  removable  by  rea- 
son of  any  provision  in  the  stat  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66.^^ 
That  statute  does  not  apply  to  appeals  of  which  notice 
had  been  given.  The  words  of  the  second  and  third  sec- 
tions are  also  quite  general,  and  the  fiftli  section  shews 
that  the  legislature  knew  how  to  limit  any  provision  to 
those  persons  who  were  affected  by  the  enacting  part  of 
the  first  section.  Lastly,  it  may  have  been  intended  that 
where  a  man  leaves  his  wife  and  ftmily  in  a  parish  he 
may  find  them  there  on  his  return. 

Lord  DsNMAN,  C.  J. — ^I  think  that  the  proviso  and 
the  enacting  part  must  be  read  together;  and  that  if  the 
husband  would  be  removable,  were  he  in  the  parish,  his 
wife  nmst  be  removable  in  his  absence.  The  accidental 
absence  of  the  husband  horn  the  parish  cannot  render 
the  wife  irremovable. 

CoLBBn)OE,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opimon.  This  is 
a  proviso  which  refers  to  the  previous  enacting  part, 
and  limits  the  generality  of  it,  taking  certain  cases  out 
of  its  operation.  The  enacting  clause  says,  generally, 
that  five  years'  residence  shall  occasion  irremovability ; 
then  there  is  a  proviso,  that,  under  certain  drcumstances, 
the  person  shall  not  be  irremovable,  that  raises  a  ques- 
tion as  to  his  wife  or  family,  and  so  the  statute  goes  on 
to  say,  that,  if  the  husband  falls  within  the  enacting 
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1846.       part,  and  is  therefore  irremovable,  hia  wife  and  fiunilj 
TJiTo^    ehall  be  so  alao. 

V. 

Inhabitants  of 

St.  Ebbs,         Wightman,  J.— The  woid  **  remoTable"  in  the  pro- 
^'^^*      viflo  must  refer  to  such  person  as  is  removable  by  law, 
and  does  not  apply  to  a  person  who  cannot  be  found. 


Erle,  J. — The  act  means  that  the  wife  shall  be  re- 
movable if  the  husband  would  be  legally  removable. 

Order  of  sessions  confinned. 


1 


K(Hf»  15. 

The  appoint* 
ment  of  over- 
seers for  a  pa- 
riah within  a 
borough  is 
Tested  in  the 
mayor,  bailiffs, 
or  other  bead 
o£Rcer8,  being  a 
jostioe  or  jus- 
tices, and  not 
in  the  jnstioes 
of  the  pelkoeat 
large  for  the 
borough,  nnder 
43  £lis»  c.  2, 
S.8. 


The  Queen  v.  Pbeston* 

PeENTICE,  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1847,  hud  ob- 
tained a  rule,  calling  upon  William  Norton  Burroughs, 
mayor  of  the  borough  of  Ghreat  Yarmouth,  and  William 
Henry  Palmer,  Esq.,  two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of 
the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  borough,  to  shew  cause 
why  a  certain  nomination  and  appointment,  under  the 
hands  and  seals  of  the  said  mayor  and  justice,  made  on 
the  7th  day  of  April,  1847,  at  a  special  sessions,  held 
for  the  parish,  town,  and  borough  of  Great  Yarmouth, 
whereby  they  nominated  and  appointed  certidn  persons 
to  be  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  same  parish  for 
the  then  present  year,  diould  not  be  quashed.  The 
affidavits,  on  which  the  rule  was  obtained,  stated  that 
on  the  7th  day  of  April,  1847,  (the  day  of  the  nomina- 
tion), there  were  twenty^seven  justices  of  the  peace  for 
the  borough  of  Great  Yarmouth,  who  had  been  ap 
pointed  under  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  together 
with  the  mayor  and  deputy  mayor,  who  are  justices  of 
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the  peace  virtute  officii ;  that  two  of  these  justiGes  had        1848. 
been  absent  from  the  borough  for  about  two  years ;  and     ^ie  Qdskk 
that,  on  the  7th  of  Aprils  18^7,  a  meeting  of  the  justiceg  v* 

of  the  peace  for  the  borough  was  held,  ptumumt  to  a 
notice  informing  them  that  the  overseers  for  the  parish 
would  be  appointed  on  that  day ;  that  the  mayor  and 
thirteen  of  the  justices  attended  the  meeting,  and  that 
the  mayor  then  nominated  the  said  persons  to  be  over* 
eeers  for  the  parish  for  the  ensuing  year;  that  such 
nomination  was  objected  to  by  a  majority  of  the  justices 
then  present,  who  claimed  that  the  appointments  should 
of  right  be  made  by  the  majority  then  presei^;  but  that 
the  mayor,  in  opposition  to  the  remonstrances  of  the 
said  majority,  did  then  and  there,  together  with  William 
Henry  Palmer,  (one  of  the  justices  present  at  the  meet'* 
ing),  sign  and  seal  the  appointment  of  the  said  persons 
to  be  overseers  for  the  said  parish.  The  affidavits  also 
stated  that  the  borough  of  Great  Yarmouth  and  the 
parish  of  Great  Yarmouth  are  not  co-eztensive,  but 
that  the  borough  includes  the  said  parish  and  the  pa- 
rish of  Gt>rle6ton,  to  which  the  hamlet  of  Southtown  is 
attached. 

Sir  J.  Jervis  (Attorney-General),  Archbold,  and 
Palmer  now  shewed  cause. — The  only  question  is,  whe- 
ther the  appointment  of  the  overseers  of  a  parish  within 
a  borough  is  vested  in  the  mayor  or  other  head  officer, 
being  a  justice  of  the  peace,  or  in  the  justices  of  the 
borough.  It  is  submitted  that  it  is  vested  in  the  mayor 
or  other  head  officer  alone.  By  stat.  5  &  6  Will.  4, 
c.  76,  s.  57,  the  mayor  for  the  time  being  is  made  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  ex  offido ;  and,  by  the  6th  section  of 
the  same  act,  the  mayor  may  do  all  such  acts  as  might 
have  been  done  previously  by  the  chief  officer.  The 
power,  therefore,  of  the  mayor  to  appoint  overseers  is 
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I84&  not  altered  by  the  Munidpal  Corporation  Axst,  but 
depends  upon  the  construction  to  be  put  upon  ^  the  stat 
43  Eliz.  c.  2^  s.  8.  The  first  section  of  that  statute 
gives  power  to  two  or  more  justices  of  a  county  to  ap- 
point overseers  in  the  difiFerent  parishes  in  the  county; 
and  the  8ih  section  enacts,  ''that  the  mayors,  bailiffi^ 
or  other  head  officers  of  every  town  and  place  corporate, 
bdng  justice  or  justices  of  the  peace,  shall  have  the 
same  authority,  by  virtue  of  this  act,  within  the  limits 
and  precincts  of  their  jurisdiction,  aa  well  out  of  ses- 
sions as  at  their  sesnons  (if  they  hold  any),  as  is  herein 
limited,  p^jescribed,  and  appointed  to  justices  of  the 
peace  of  the  county,  or  any  two  or  more  of  them,  or  to 
the  justices  of  peace  in  their  quarter  sessions,  to  do  and 
execute  for  all  the  uses  and  purposes  in  this  act  pre- 
scribed; and  no  other  justice  or  justices  of  the  peace  to 
enter  or  meddle  there;"  and  the  10th  section  enacts^ 
''  that  if  there  happen  to  be  hereafter  no  such  nomina- 
tion of  overseers  yearly  as  is  appointed,  that  then  eveiy 
mayor,  alderman,  and  head  officer  of  city^  to¥m,  or 
place  corporate  where  such  de&ult  shall  happen,  shall 
lose  and  forfeit  for  every  such  default  five  pounds.''  It 
is  plain,  therefore,  that  the  penalty  is  to  be  levied,  under 
the  10th  section,  upon  the  same  persons  who  have  the 
appointment  under  the  8ih,  and  those  are  the  mayor, 
bailiffi,  or  head  officers,  being  justices.  The  appoint- 
ment is  made  out  of  sesmons ;  but  if  the  appointment 
was  appealed  against,  the  case  would  be  heard  by  all 
the  justices  at  their  sessions,  or,  if  there  is  no  commis- 
sion for  holding  quarter  sessions  in  the  borough,  by  stat 
5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  Ill,  at  the  sessions  for  the  county. 
Bex  V.  Butler  (a)  will  be  relied  upon  on  the  other  side; 
but  the  decision  there  was  not  necessary,  for  the  judg- 

(a)  1  W.  Bl.  649. 
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ment  proceeded  upon  the  ground  that  the  application         i84s. 

was  out  of  time.     [Lord  DenmaUy  C.  J. — Sir  William  t^  Queen 
Bkckstone  does  not  appear  to  be  satisfied  with  the  case,  v. 

for  he  adds  a  qtuere  to  the  report] 

Prentice^  contnl. — The  case  finds  that  there  was  a 
meeting  of  fourteen  justices,  being  a  majority  of  the 
whole  body ;  and  it  is  submitted  that  the  appointment 
of  OYcrseers  rests  with  the  majority  of  those  justices, 
and  not  in  the  mayor  or  head  officer  alone.    Bex  y. 
Butler  is  precisely  in   point.      [Coleridge^  J. — ^What 
words  do  you  rely  upon  as  giving  the  appointment 
to  the  justices  of  the  borough  ?]    The  words  of  the  8th 
section.    When  the  statute  of  EHzabeth  was  passed, 
the  only  persons  who  usually  were  justices  were  the 
mayors,  bailiffs,  or  head  officers ;  3  Bum's  Justice,  587 ; 
Dalton's  Justice  of  the  Peace,  c  3,  p.  10 ;  and  the  ap- 
pointment was  not  given  to  the  mayors  or  other  head 
officers,  but  to  the  persons  who,  at  that  time,  usually 
were  justices  of  the  peace.     The  act  uses  the  term 
"  mayors,*  &c.,  as  synonymous  with  justices.  Again,  by 
Stat  17  Geo.  2,  c  38,  s.  3,  if  an  overseer  die  during  his 
year  of  office,  two  justices  may  appoint  another  in  his 
place;  and  it  would  be  strange  if  the  original  appoint- 
ment were  to  be  vested  in  one  justice,  viz.  the  mayor, 
and  in  the  case  of  death,  that  two  should  be  required  to 
appomt 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.  —  By  the  6th  section  of  the 
Hnnicipal  Corp<H»tion  Act,  a  mayor  may  do  all  such 
acts  as  the  chief  officer  might  have  formerly  done ;  one 
of  those  acts,  by  the  8th  section  of  the  statute  of  Eliza- 
l)eih,  is  the  appointment  of  overseers,  and  that  is  made 
HMxre  dear  by  the  10th  section.  Mr.  Prentice  argues 
ijiat  mayors  and  Other  head  officers  being,  in  the  time  of 
Elizabeth,  the  only  justices,  the  act  intended  to  vest  the 

VOL.  in.  A  A  '      N.  8.  c. 
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1848.        appointment  in  all  the  persons  who  were  jostioes:  but, 

lie  aDBKK     Buppo^g  ^^^7  had  this  intention,  the  act  has  named  the 

V.  mayor,  and  not  the  justices.  In  Bex  y,  Butler  {ayyliovi 

Mansfield  throws  out  an  opinion,  which  might  very  na- 

turallj  be  taken  on  slight  consideration;  but  I  do  not 

think  that  that  case  is  any  authority  on  this  point,  and 

*  the  words  of  the  act  are  quite  dear. 

CoLEBiDGB,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  8th 
and  10th  sections  must  be  construed  upon  the  same 
principle;  and  if  it  is  impossible  to  construe  the  10th, 
which  is  a  penal  section,  as  Mr.  Prentice  argues^  that 
construction  cannot  be  put  upon  the  words  of  the  8th 
section.  This  is  an  authority  granted  by  the  l^ish- 
ture ;  and  it  seems  to  me  that  the  appcnntment  is  Tested 
in  the  mayor  or  other  head  officer,  being  also  a  justice 
of  the  peace. 

WiQHTMAN,  J. — In  the  case  of  Bex  v.  Butier,  the 
observation  of  Lord  Mansfield  is  rather  an  obiter  dictum 
than  any  decision  on  this  point,  which  really  did  not 
arise. 

Erle,  J.,  concurred. 


(a)  1  W.  Bl.  649. 


MICHAELMAS  TERM,  12  VICT.  317 

1848. 

The  Queen  t?.  The  Inhabitants  of  Pott  Shriglet.  Nov.  26. 

vj  N  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  for  the  re-  The  stat.  9  h 
moTal  of  Sarah  Crompton  and  her  five  children  from  the  «.  i^  does  not ' 
paridi  of  Pott  Shrigley,  in  the  county  of  Chester,  to  the  "SftJomrb. 
township  of  Tyldesley  cum  Shakerley,  in  the  county  of  'f"®^^}* '  •^" 
Lancaster,  the  sessions  quashed  the  order,  subject  to  a  ha?e  resided 

fiye  yean  in  the 
^^^^  parish  teekiiig 

At  the  trial  of  the  appeal,  the  pauper,  Sarah  Cromp-  J^^Ir  hSl 
ton,  proved  that  she  was  the  wife  of  Richard  Crompton,  band,if  charge- 

ablei  would 

the  younger,  and  was  married  to  him  fifteen  years  ago ;  have  been  ir. 
that  in  June,  1841,  they  went  to  reside  in  the  respond-  '«»«^**^«  ■*^- 
^t  township,  and  continued  to  live  there  together  until 
April,  1846,  When  he  was  apprehended  on  a  charge  of 
felony,  and  committed  to  Chester  Castle,  a  prison  situ- 
ate out  of  the  respondent  township,  and  that  he  remained 
in  such  prison  until  the  following  assizes,  when  he  was 
tried  and  transported,  and  that  she  continued  to  reside, 
with  her  children,  in  the  respondent  township  until  the 
26ih  of  September,  1846,  when  she  and  her  children 
were  removed^  under  the  present  order,  to  the  appellant 
township.     The  appellants,  in  one  of  their  grounds  of 
appeal,  objected  that  the  paupers  could  not  be  removed 
because  they  had  resided  in  the  re^ondent  township  for 
five  years  and  upwards  next  before  the  application  for 
the  order  of  removal.    If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion 
liiat  the  paupers  could  not  be  removed  in  consequence 
of  Aeir  having  resided  for  more  than  five  years  in  the 
respondent  township  next  before  the  application  for  the 
order  of  removal,  then  the  order  of  sessions  to  be  con- 
firmed ;  otherwise,  to  be  quashed,  and  the  order  of  re- 
moval confirmed. 

Pashley  and  Pkheringy  m  support  of  the  order  of  se»- 
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1848; 


sions  (ay — The  sessions  came  to  a  right  conclusion.  The 
pauper  had  resided  five  years  in  the  respondent  parish 
previous  to  the  passing  of  the  9  &  10  Vict  c.  66,  and 


The  QuBBN 

V. 

Inhabitants  of    ,     j     i         /• 

Pott  Shrio*  had,  therefore,  become  irremovable.  The  imprisonment 
of  the  husband  of  the  pauper^  during^  part  of  that  time, 
out  of  the  parish,  is  mudi  the  same  as  if  he  had  deserted 
her,  and  could  not  be  found ;  and  that  fact  cannot  de- 
prive the  wife  of  the  right  whidi  the  statute  confers 
upon  her  by  a  five  years'  re^denoe. 


Toumsendf^eanUA. — The  husband  of  the  pauper  hav- 
ing resided  in  a  prison  out  of  the  respondent  parish 
during  part  of  the  five  years  previous  to  the  application 
for  the  order,  was  liable  to  be  removed  from  that  pariah, 
because  he  had  not  completed  a  five  years'  residence 
under  9  &  10  Vict,  c  66,  s.  1  (b) :  Regina  v.  Salford  (c). 
The  proviso  in  the  first  section  of  the  statute,  explained 
as  it;^has  been  by  the  11  &  12  Vict  c  111  (d),  clearly 
shews  that  the  right  to  remove  the  wife  depends  upon 
tiie  question  whether,  if  tlie  husband  was  there,  he  could 
have  been  removed.     The  residence  required  by  the  act 


(a)  Before  Lord  Denman,  C^ 
J.,  Coleridge,  JFightmany  and 
Erie,  Jff. 

(5)  By  section  1,  it  is  pro- 
vided always, ''  that  whenever 
any  person  shall  have  a  wife  or 
children  having  no  other  settle- 
ment  than  his  or  her  own,  such 
wife  and  children  shall  he  re- 
movahle  whenever  he  or  she  is 
removable,  and  shall  not  be  re- 
movable when  he  or  she  i»  not 
removable." 

(c)  Ante,  p.  286. 

(J)  The  11  &  12  Vict  c. 
Ill,  repeals  the  proviso  in  the 
9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66^  8. 1,  as  to^ 


the  removal  of  wives  and  chil- 
dren, and  enacts  as  follows: 
**  Provided  always,  that  when* 
ever  any  person  have  a  child 
or  children  having  no  other 
settlement  than  his  or  her  own^ 
such  wife  and  children  should 
be  removable  from  any  parish 
or  place  from  which  he  or  she 
would  be  removable,  notwith- 
standing any  provisions  of  the 
said  recited  act,  and  should  not 
be  removable  from  any  parish 
or  place  from  which  he  or  she 
would  not  be  removable  by 
reason  of  any  provisions  in  th% 
said  recited  act.'* 
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Is  as  head  of  a  family,  and  the  removability  of  a  wife        1848. 
must  depend  on  that  of  her  husband  during  his  life.  j^  Qubbn 

Cur.  adv.  ydt.       5^fci;:f 

LST. 

Lord  Denmax,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court — In  this  case  the  question  submitted  to  the 
consideration  of  the  Court  was^  whether  the  pauper  had 
become  irremovable  as  she  had  resided  in  the  respondent 
polish  for  five  years  next  before  the  application  for  the 
order.  The  pauper  was  the  wife  of  a  man  who,  in  1846, 
was  committed  to  a  prison,  situate  out  of  the  parish,  on 
a  charge  for  which  he  was,  at  the  Summe):  Assizes  of 
the  same  year,  sentenced  to  be  transported.  She  had 
resided  with  her  husband  until  that  commitment,  and  at 
that  time  the  five  years'  residence  was  not  complete.  If 
the  husband  be  supposed  to  have  returned  to  his  wife, 
and  an  order  to  have  been  applied  for  to  remove  him,  he 
would  not  have  been  irremovable  by  reason  of  the  five 
years,  because  an  imprisonment  in  another  parish  on  a 
criminal  charge,  ending  in  a  conviction  and  a  long  im- 
prisonment or  transportation,  is  a  break  in  the  residence: 
Segma  v.  Salford  (a). 

The  effect  of  the  proviso  in  the  9  &  10  Vict  c.  66, 
8. 1^  whether  we  look  to  the  11  &  12  Vict,  c  111,  or  not, 
appears  to  us  to  shew  the  wife  is  irremovable  if,  under 
the  droomstances,  the  husband  having  become  charge- 
able would  have^been^.  The  rule,  therefore,  will  be 
absolute  for  quashing  the  order  of  sessions. 

Order  of  sesidons  quashed, 
(a)  Ante,  p.  286. 
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Nov.  25.  The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitante  of  Christchurch. 

The  itat.  9  &  vJN  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices,   dated 

8. 1,  enacts,   *  ^^*^  of  May,  1847,  for  the  remoyal  of  Mary  Sweeney, 

^^.^P*™*"  widow,  and  her  four  children,  from  the  parish  of  St. 

moyedfroma  John,  in  the  borough  of  South wark,  to  the  parish  of 

sach  penon  Christchurch,  both  in  the  County  of  Surrey,  the  sessions 

«^i1^  five'  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  following  case : — 
yeart.    A  pro-       •pj^g  paupers  wcrc  char^reable  to  the  said  parish  of  SL 

viao  in  the  same  *      *  °  *  ^ 

section  direcu,  John,  and  the  settlement  of  all  of  them  was  in  the  said 

during  which  parish  of  Christchurch.     The  only  question  is  on  thdr 

1*3/ Sn^'pri.  irremovability,  in  consequence  of  the  stat.  9  &  10  Vict 

floner  shaU  be  c.  66  (a).     The  pauper,  Mary  Sweeney,  has  resided  at 

ezclndeu  firom 

the  compnta-     Ko.  5,  Sards  Bents,  in  the  respondent  parish  of  St. 

^ffeW^Tut"  John,  Southwark,  in  the  said  county  of  Surrey,  con- 

the  proviso  had  tinuouslv  and  without  interruption,  from  the  month  of 

a  retrospectife  '^  * 

effect ;  and  that  April,  1839,  up  to  the  said  time  of  the  trial  of  this  appeaL 
had  resided  in  She  has  been  a  widow  since  March,  1846.  The  order  of 
l^9tiu thT     removal  was  applied  for  and  made  the  18th  of  May, 

making  of  the 

order  {Maj,  1847)»  but  firom  1843  had  been  receiving  relief,  was  removable. 

(a)  Section  1  enaetd,  **  That  tak,  or  shall  ba  oonfinad  in  a 
from  and  after  the  paasing  of  lunatic  asylum,  or  house  duly 
this  act,  no  person  shall  be  re-  licensed  or  hospital  registered 
moved,  nor  shall  any  warrant  for  the  reception  of  lufiafticB,  or 
be  granted  for  the  remoyal  of  as  a  patient  in  a  hoapital^  or 
any  person  from  any  parish  in  during  .which  any  such  person 
which  such  person  shall  hare  shall  receive  relieve  from  any 
resided  for  five  years  next  be-  parish,  or  shall  be  whoUy  or 
fore  the  application  for  the  war-  in  part  muntained  by  any  rata 
rant:  provided  always,  that  the  or  subscription  raised  in  a  pa- 
time,  during  which  such  person  rish  in  which  such  penon  does 
shall  be  a  prisoner  in  a  prison,  not  reside,  not  bdnga  boni  fide 
or  shall  be  serving  her  Majesty  charitable  gift^  shall,  for  all 
as  a  soldier,  marine,  or  sailor,  or  purposes,  be  excluded  in  the 
reside  as  an  in-pensioner  in  computation  of  time  hersinbe- 
Greeawich  or  Chelsea  hospi-  fore  mentioned." 
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1847.    Her  aboye-named  four  children  have  always  re-        1848. 
sided  with  her  since  the  periods  of  their  respective  births,    fj^^  qubbn 
The  eldest  of  them  is  under  sixteen  years  of  bsg.    The  ,,..*'* 

/  .  Inhabitants  of 

said  pauper,  Mary  Sweeney,  receiyed  relief  from  the      Chbist- 

said  parish  of  St.  John,  from  some  time  in  the  month  of 

January,  1843,  till  some  time  in  the  month  of  March^ 

in  the  same  year.     She  then  applied  for  and  receiyed 

relief  from  and  was  maintained  by  and  out  of  the  rates 

(not  a  bon&  fide  charitable  gift)  raised  in  the  said  parish 

of  Christchurch,  and* continued  to  receiye  such  relief 

from  and  to  be  so  maintained  by  the  said  rates  of  the 

sud  parish  of  Christchurch  (while  resident  in  the  said 

parish  of  St.  John)  from  the  said  month  of  March,  1843, 

thenceforward  up  to  the  month  of  September,  1846. 

%ioe  that  time  to  the  time  of  hearing  this  appeal,  she 

has  receiyed  relief  from  the  said  parish  of  St  John.     I£ 

the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  shall  be  of  opinion,  that, 

under  the  said  stat  of  9  &  10  Vict  c.  66,  the  said  pauper, 

Mary  Sweeney^  was  irremoyable  from  the  said  parish  of 

St  John,  Southwark,  then  the  said  order  of  sessions 

shall  be  reyersed,  and  the  said  order  of  removal  quashed ; 

but  if  the  said  Court  shall  be  of  a  contrary  opinion,  then 

the  said  order  of  sessions  shall  be  confirmed. 

WaUingery  Serjt,  shewed  cause  (a).  —  The  obvious 
intention  of  the  legislature  in  passing  the  9  &  10  Vict. 
c  66,  was,  that  persons  who  had  resided  five  years  in  a 
parish  should  be  irremovable*  There  is  a  proviso  in  the 
first  section,  stating  that  residence,  under  particular  cir- 
cumstances, shall  not  form  part  of  such  five  years,  which 
was  intended  to  limit  and  restrict  the  general  terms  of 
the  enacting  part.  The  words  of  the  enacting  part  are 
**  shall  have  resided :"  and  in  the  proviso,  the  expression 


(a)  Before  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  Coleridge^   WiglUman^  and 
Erie,  Js. 
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during  which  such  person  shall  be  a  prisoner ;"  but 
those  latter  words  do  not  necessarily  apply  to  time  sub- 
sequent to  the  passing  of  the  act,  they  may  apply  to 
time  preceding ;  and  when  the  act  vrill  admit  of  two  in- 
terpretations, the  Court  will  adopt  that  which  will  best 
effectuate  the  intention  of  the  legislature.  In  Tawkr 
V.  Chatterton  (a\  CuUey  v.  Doe  d.  Taylerson  (J),  Cox  v. 
Thomason  {c\  the  Court  has  held  that  the  language  of 
different  acts  of  Parliament  had  a  retrospective  effect. 
[Wightmafiy  J.,  referred  to  Couck  v.  J^rfe^ (rf), where 
the  Court  held  the  act  not  to  be  retrospective.]  That 
was  an  action  on  a  penal  statute. 


(7.  Clark  and  Keane,  contrd. — The  legislature  has  made 
a  marked  distinction  in  the  language  used  in  the  enact- 
ing part,  and  in  the  proviso.  The  words  in  the  enact- 
ing part  ore  '*  shall  have  resided,**  which  may  apply  to 
time  preceding  the  statute ;  but  the  words  of  the  proviso 
are  **  shall  be  a  prisoner,"  which  points  to  the  future 
alone ;  and  the  legislature  must  then  have  intended  that 
the  proviso  should  not  be  co-extensive  with  the  enact- 
ing part ;  and  where  the  intention  is  dear,  this  Court 
will  give  effect  to  it;.  A  different  construction  would 
give  the  same  effect  to  the  two  different  expressions. 

Cur  adv.  vult 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. ^  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court — In  this  case,  the  pauper  had  resided  in  the 
removing  parish  from  1839  imtil  this  order  of  removal 
was  obtained  in  1847,  but  had  been  receiving  relief  con- 
tinuously from  the  appellant  parish  from  1843.  If  the 
time  during  which  she  was  so  receiving  relief  before  the 


(a)  6  Bing.  258. 
lb)  11  A.  &  £.  1008. 


(e)  2  Cr.  &  J.  498. 
(d)  4Barr.  2460. 
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passing  of  the  stat.  9  &  10  Vict,  c  66  was  to  be  excluded        1848. 
from  the  computation  of  time  of  residence^  she  was  re-    j^  queen 
movaUe.    The  question  thus  raised  is,  whether  the  pro-   ,  ^  ^.*-  ^    , 

^         ^        ,  '  ^  Inhabitanto  of 

yiso  in  the  first  section  is  retrospective,  as  well  as  the  Crrist- 
enacting  part  For  the  purpose  of  deciding  between 
the  two  conflicting  constructions,  the  effect  of  the  enact- 
ing clause  may  be  said  to  be,  that  no  person  who  should 
have  redded  for  five  years  next  before  the  application 
for  the  warrant  shall  be  removed.  One  mode  of  trying 
the  effect  of  the  excepting  clause  is  to  take  for  example 
one  instance,  namely,  that  the  time  during  which  such 
person  shall  be  a  prisoner  shall  be  excluded  for  all  pur- 
poses in  the  computation  of  time  before  mentioned.  As 
the  enacting  clause  applies  to  every  residence  of  five 
years,  before  the  application  f(fr  the  warrant,  it  may 
apply  to  a  case  where  part  of  such  time  was  before  the 
passing  of  the  act  (26  August,  1847),  and  part  subse- 
quently; and  when  the  person  to  whom  the  section 
applies  was  a  prisoner  during  that  part  which  was  before 
tiie  passing  of  the  act,  then  the  question  arises,  whether 
that  excepting  clause  applies  to  that  part  of  the  five 
years  which  had  passed  before  the  statute  was  enacted. 
On  the  one  side  the  application  of  the  excepting 
clause  to  the  time  passed  before  the  pasdng  of  the  act 
is  denied,  because  the  future  tense  is  used  to  express 
the  time  to  which  it  is  to  apply,  namely,  '^the  time 
during  which  such  person  shall  be  a  prisoner  shall  be 
excluded,''  and  so  it  is  said  these  words  could  not  be 
made  to  apply  to  the  past  time;  and  a  construction  which 
requires  a  change  of  some  of  the  words  of  the  statute  is 
to  be  avoided,  and  because  the  application  of  the  clause 
to  the  time  past  would  make  the  statute  retrospective, 
and  the  general  construction  of  statutes  is  agsunst 
such  a  construction;  and  the  argument  is  said  to  be 
strengthened  by  the  fact,  that,  in  the  enacting  clause, 
the  past  future  tense  is  used,  ^^  shall  have  resided,"  and, 


CHURCH. 


324  NEW  SESSIONS  CASES, 

1848.        therefore,  the  change  of  the  tense  in  the  following  sen« 
ilieauBBN     ^^^^  indicates  an  intention  to  express  a  drflferent  time* 
V-  On  the  other  side  the  application  oi  the  excepting  dause 

^"^r?/  toti^e  time  passed  before  the  statuteisaffinnWfrom  the 
structure  of  the  two  clauses,  &om  the  reason  of  the  thing, 
and  from  the  intention  to  be  collected  from  the  context. 
The  structure  of  the  two  clauses  was  obviously  for  the 
purpose  of  defining  cases  where  persons  theretofcMre  re- 
movable shall  be  irremovable,  and  that  definition  is 
effected  by  using  in  the  enacting  clause  terms  too  wide ; 
but  the  exceptive-proviso  reduces  its  enactments  to  the 
limits  within  which  it  was  the  intention  of  the  le^slature 
to  confine  them ;  and  the  form  of  the  excepting  clause 
appears  to  be  to  make  it  applicable  to  all  the  time  to 
which  the  enacting  clause  applies,  and  assumes  the  five 
years  required  by  such  clause  had  been  completed,  and 
then  the  enacting  clause  would  come  into  operation  only 
in  respect  of  such  persons  found  to  have  resided  for  the 
required  five  years ;  and  the  mode  in  which  it  is  directed 
to  operate,  is  by  excluding  the  time  they  have  been  im- 
prisoned from  the  computation  directed  to  be  made  by 
tiie  enacting  part. 

The  process  may  be  thus  described : — When  the  five 
years  are  to  be  computed^  the  sessions  must  inquire 
whether  the  person  whose  claim  of  residence  is  to  be 
computed  had  been  under  any  disability  during  any 
part  thereof;  if  not,  then  such  person  was  irremovable ; 
if  he  was,  then  tiie  excepted  period  was  to  be  omitted 
from  the  calculation,  and  an  equal  portion  of  preceding 
time  brought  into  computation,  to  bring  the  whole 
period  of  time  to  five  years.  The  word  ''shall"  de- 
notes rather  tiie  happening  of  the  event  on  which  the 
exception  is  to  apply  than  to  the  iiiture  relation  of  such 
event  to  the  time  after  the  act  passed.  It  denotes  the 
subjunctive  mood  rather  than  a  future  time.  The  con- 
text confirms  this  view.    The  intention  is  to  attach  irre- 
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movability  to  a  certidn  kind  of  residence.     Why  should 
a  prisoner  gain  a  privilege  by  being  imprisoned  ?  or  why 
should  a  parish  where  a  prison  happens  to  stand  be  sub- 
ject to  a  burthen  ?    These  reasons  apply  quite  as  much 
to  that  part  of  the  residence  within  the  enacting  clause 
which  had  taken  place  before  the  passing  of  the  act,  as  to 
that  part  which  takes  place  ^afterwards;  the  one  construc- 
tion excepts  all  within  the  principle  of  the  exception, 
the  other  leaves  out  part  widiout  any  apparent  reason. 
When  one  of  two  constructions  consist  with  the  inten- 
tion of  the  legislature  to  be  gathered  from  the  statute, 
and  the  other  is  inconsistent  therewith,  the  first  is  to  be 
observed.     The  argument  for  the  other  construction 
rests  prindpally  on  grammatical  reasons,  and  the  adop- 
tion of  it  is  inconsistent  with  that  construction  of  the 
statute  which  the  Court  believes  to  be  the  correct  one. 

On  this  review  of  the  arguments,  we  are  led  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  excepting  clause  may  apply  to  time 
within  the  enacting  clause,  although  such  time  had 
elapsed  before  the  statute  passed. 
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^^,  11^  Tlie  Queen  v,  MA8TEB6(a). 

A  recorder  hu  J.N  this  case^  which  was  tried'  before  M.  D.  Hill,  Esq., 
sem^aci^for  ^^^order  of  Birmingham,  the  prisoner  was  convicted; 
the  opinion  of    and  the  followinfi^  case  was  reserved,  under  the  stat.  II 

the  Court  of  .  •    />• 

Criminal  Ap-  &  12  Vict,  c  78,  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court : — 

?r&*i2  Virt!'  **  ^®  Recorder  of  Birmmgham  respectfully  submits 

c.  78.  fo]^  the  consideration  of  the  learned  judges,  two  qae&- 

wwreceiTed  ^ous  of  law: — 1.  Whether,  under  the  stat.  II  &  12 

tomer^l^he  ^^  ^  ^^*  ®^  ^  *°^  ^*  questions  of  law  may  be  reserved 
wnrantofa       by  recorders?    2.  Whether  the  conviction  of  Orlando 

shopkeeper, 

and  by  him  paid  Masters  was  a  good  conviction  ?** 
Boner,  whw"*  '^  ^  ^®  second  question,  the  case  is  as  follows : — 
a^rat'^th*  ^^^"^^^  Masters,  a  derk  in  the  employment  of  William 
tfaecaBh]er,and  HoUiday,  was  tried  at  the  last  ACchaelmas  quarter  se»- 
money  to  him,  sions  for  the  borough  of  Birmingham,  on  an  indictment, 
■onerfrrada-  ^^'^'"nP'^  ^"^  with  embezzling  three  sums  of  money, 
lenUy  retained    received  by  him  for  and  on  account  of  his  master,  the 

anch  money : — 

JTeUf,  that  he      proSCCUtor. 

^^SbB^oil^'  It  appeared  in  evidence,  tiiat  the  course  of  businefls 
da^atot  ySTs  '^'^P*^  ^7  *^®  house  was,  for  the  customers  to  pay 
Cko.  4,  c.  29,    monies  in^  the  hands  of  certain  persons,  who  paid  them 

to  the  superintendent.  He  accounted  with  the  prisoner, 
and  paid  over  such  monies  to  him,  and  the  prisoner,  in 
his  turn,  accounted  with  cashiers  and  paid  over  the 
monies  to  them ;  he  having  no  other  duty  to  perform 

(a)  Before  Pollock,  C.  B.,  PaUeam,  MauU,  Creuwdly  and 
Erie,  Js. 
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with  respect  to  such  monies  than  to  keep  an  accbtmt^        1848.  n 
which  might  act  as  a  check  on  the  superintendent  and    The  Qubek 
the  cashiers*  their  accounts  bein£^  in  like  manner  checks     „  ^^ 

.  ,  Mastbes. 

upon  him.  These  four  parties  to  the  receipt  of  the 
monies  are  all  servants  of  the  prosecutor. 

With  respect  to  the  three  sums  in  question,  it  was 
proved  that  they  passed  in  due  course  from  the  cus- 
tcHuers,  through  the  hands  of  the  immediate  receivers 
and  the  superintendent,  to  the  prisoner,  who  wilfully 
and  fraudulently  retained  them* 

On  behalf  of  the  prisoner  it  was  objected,  on  the 
authority  of  Rez  v.  Murray  (a),  that  the  monies  having, 
before  they  reached  the  prisoner,  been  in  the  possession 
of  the  prosecutor's  servants,  did  in  law  pass  to  the 
prisoner  from  his  master,  and  that,  consequently,  the 
charge  of  embezzlement  could  not  be  sustained.  For 
ihe  Crown  it  whb  answered  that  the  prisoner,  having 
intercepted  the  monies  in  their  appointed  course  of  pro- 
gress to  the  master,  this  case  was  not  governed  by  that 
of  Rez  y»  Murray,  where  the  prior  possession  of  the 
master  haying  been  as  complete  as  it  was  intended  to 
be,  the  money  might  reasonably  be  considered  as  pass- 
ing from  the  master  to  the  prisoner ;  whereas,  in  the 
present  case,  it  was  in  course  of  passage  through  the 
prisoner  to  the  master. 

The  Secorder  left  the  case  to  the  jury,  reserving  the 
point.  The  prisoner  was  convicted,  and  sentenced  to 
twelve  months'  imprisonment,  with  hard  labour. 

MtUer  and  Mellor,  on  behalf  of  the  prosecution  (b). — 
A  recorder  has  no  authority  given  to  him  by  the  act  to 
reserve  a  question  of  law  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court 
He  is  not  expressly  named  in  the  act,  nor  is  the  court  of 
quarts  sessions  mentioned  in  the  preamble  to  the  act ; 

(a)  1  Moody's  C.  C.  276. 
(b)  No  one  appeared  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner. 
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1848.       the  only  courts  there  mentioned  are  '*any  oonrt  of  oyer 
TliflQuuN    ^^^  terminer^  aad  gaol  deliveiy ;"  and  although  the  oourt 
«•  of  quarter  aeaacMM  is  mentioned  in  the  enacting  part,  yet 

that  must  be  taken  to  be  a  oourt  of  quarter  sessions  for 
a  county^  because  power  is  only  giren  to  the  *' justices* 
to  reserve  any  question  of  law ;  and  although  a  recorder 
is  made  a  justice  by  stat  5  &  6  WilL  4»  c  76,  s^  103^ 
yet  he  is  the  only  person  who  is  authorised  to  try,  and, 
therefore,  in  such  case  a  question  of  law  cannot  be  re- 
served by  the  *' justices ;"  and  the  form  of  the  certificate 
in  the  schedule  strengthens  this  argument,  because  that 
is  only  applicable  to  county  session^,  where  there  are 
several  justices,  or  to  a  judge  of  a  court  of  oyer  and 
terminer,  and  gaol  delivery*    The  prisoner  was  rightiy 
convicted  under  the  stat  7  &  6  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  47* 
The  case  finds  that  the  prisoner  was  in  the  anployment 
of  the  prosecutor  as  derk,  that  he  received  the  money 
by  virtue  of  such  employment,  and  that  he  wilfully  and 
fraudulentiy  retained  the  same;  and  the  only  doubt 
which  can  be  raised  arises  on  the  words  at  the  end  of 
section  47 :  ^*  Altiiough  such  chattel,  money,  or  secu- 
rity was  not  received  into  the  possession  of  such  master 
otherwise  than  by  the  actual  possession  of  his  derk, 
servant,  or  other  person  so  employed.''    It  was  con^ 
tended  for  the  prisoner,  that  the  money  was  received 
into  the  possession  of  the  mast^  as  soon  as  it  was  taken 
by  the  shc^mian  from  the  customer,  and  Bex  y.  Mut" 
ray  was  cited  to  prove  that  the  case  was  not  within  the 
statute ;  but  here  the  prisoner  received  the  money  to  be 
paid  to  his  master.     In  that  case  it  was  received  by  the 
prisoner  from  his  master.    [He  was  here  stopped  by  the 
Court] 

Pollock,  C.  B. — We  are  all  of  opinion  that  this 
conviction  was  right.  This  case  differs  &om  Bex  v. 
Murray :  there  the  prisoner  had  received  money  from 
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another  derk  on  behalf  of  his  master,  that  he  might  em-        1848. 
ploy  it  for  a  special  purpose.     The  case  there  was  not    ^  qubkn 
within  the  statute,  because  the  master  had  had  posses-  ^' 

sion  of  the  money  by  the  hands  of  another  derk ;  but  in 
this  case  I  adopt  the  statement  of  the  Becorder,  that  the 
money  was  on  its  way  to  the  master,  and  the  prisoner 
was  one  of  those  who,  by  virtue  of  his  employment,  had 
to  receive  and  pass  it  on.  He  received  and  fraudulently 
appropriated  it ;  and  I  think  that  the  conviction  is  right. 

Patteson,  J, — ^I  entirely  concur.  In  Rex  v.  Mur^ 
ray  the  money  was  delivered  to  the  prisoner  by  another 
clerk :  he  received  it,  not  to  pay  over  to  his  master,  but 
for  a  third  person.  The  other  point  is  quite  plain.  By 
Stat  5  &  6  WilL  4,  c.  76,  s.  103,  the  Becorder  is  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  virtute  officiL 

Maule,  Cresswell,  and  Erle,  Js.,  concurred. 


This 


The  Queen  v.  Garner  (a).  iViw.  11. 

was  an  indictment  against  the  prisoner,  a  girl  On  the  trial  of 


of  the  age  of  thirteen  years,  for  administering  poison  to  m^t<^g  ' 
her  mistress,  Mary  Smith,  with  intent  to  murder  her.  S,^lJ^J**j[*®' 

medical  man 
proved  a  oonfession  made  by  the  prisoner,  and  denied  that  he  had  held  oot  any  inducement 
to  her  to  oonfoBB.  It  wai  proved  by  a  witness,  who  was  sabsequently  caUed  for  the  prosecu- 
tion, that  the  medical  man  bad  told  the  prisoneri  in  the  presence  of  her  mistress,  and  before 
she  had  made  any  confession,  *'  that  it  would  be  better  ror  her  to  tdl  the  truth."  The  eri- 
dence  was  not  withdrawn  from  the  jury,  and  the  prisoner  was  convicted.  The  learned 
judge  reported,  that,  if  that  evidence  had  been  given  before  the  evidence  of  the  confession, 
he  would  have  rgected  such  confession ;  and  that,  without  the  confession,  there  was  not 
evidence  to  warrant  the  conviction : — Held,  that  the  conviction  was  wrong. 

Held,  also,  per  PaHewn,  J.,  that  a  prisoner  oqght  to  prove  affirmatively  that  an  induce- 
ment has  been  held  out  before  evidence  of  a  confession  ought  to  be  rejected. 

(a)  Before  PoUochy  C.  B.,  Patteson,  Mauhy  Cresstoell,  and 
^rUy  Js. 
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1848.        Qq  the  trial  of  the  indictment,  at  the  Summer  Assizes^ 
Ths  QuiiK     1848,  for  the  county  of  Lincoln,  before  Patteson^  J^ 
V-  the  following  case  was  reaerred  by  the  learned  judge 

for  the  opinion  of  the  Court : — 

It  was  proved  that  the  prisoner  had  given  her  mia^ 
tress,  who  was  bedridden,  some  milk  in  which  a  quantity 
of  fag-water  had  been  mixed.  Fa^-water  is  a  mixture 
of  arsenic,  soft  soap,  and  water,  used  for  dressing  sheep. 
But  in  order  to  prove  that  the  prisoner  had  put  the 
fag-water  into  the  tnilk,  that  she  knew  the  nature  of  it, 
and  intended  to  murder  her  mistress,  her  own  confes- 
sion to  Mr.  Gilby,  a  medical  man  who  attended  her, 
made  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner's  mistress  and  her 
husband,  was  offered  in  evidence.  Mr.  Gilby,  on  being 
questioned,  swore  that  he  did  not  tell  the  prisoner  that 
it  would  be  better  or  worse  for  her  to  tell;  that  he 
used  no  threats  or  promises;  nor  did  any  one  else. 
And  it  appeared,  before  Mr.  Gilby's  arrival,  that  the 
prisoner  had  not  made  any  confession,  nor  had  any 
threats  or  promises  been  held  out  to  her.  I  admitted 
Mr.  Gilby's  statement,  which  was  as  follows : — ^'  I 
asked  her  if  she  had  given  the  woman  anything  in  her 
milk.  She  said  she  had  mixed  fag-water  with  the 
milk, — she  had  put  in  half  a  tea-cupful.  I  asked  her 
if  she  was  aware  of  the  nature  of  it.  She  said  die 
knew  it  was  poison;  she  thought  it  would  kill  the  wo- 
man; that  she  had  done  it  to  be  released  from  her 
service."  A  woman  of  the  name  of  Brampton  was  then 
called,  who  was  also  present  at  the  conversation,  and 
she  swore  that  Mr.  Gilby  told  the  prisoner  in  the  pre- 
sence of  the  mistress  and  her  husband,  ^'  that  it  would 
be  better  for  her  to  speak  the  truth."  She  could  not 
tell  whether  he  told  her  so  before  he  asked  her  what 
she  had  done,  but  it  was  before  she  answered.  I  then 
recalled  Mr.  Gilby ;  and,  in  answer  to  my  question,  he 
stud,  ^'  I  could  not  positively  swear  that  I  did  not  tell 


Garnve. 
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the  prisoner  that  it  would,  be  better  for  her  to  tell  the        xg4g, 
tnitL     I  don't  recollect  that  I  did.     I  can't  say  posi-  - 

tively  what  was  the  first  thing  I  said  to  her.    I  believe  v. 

I  asked  her  what  she  had  put  into  the  milk.  It  is  very 
likely  I  might  tell  her  it  would  be  better  for  her  to  tell 
the  truth.  Smith  and  his  wife,  the  mistress,  were  both 
present,  and  heard  what  I  said."  Smithy  who  had  been 
examined  as  a  witness,  could  not  recollect  what  was 
said.  The  counsel  for  the  prisoner  contended  that  I 
ought  to  strike  the  confession  out  of  my  notes,  and  not 
submit  it  to  the  jury.  The  Mowing  oaaee  were  dted : 
Spencer^ 8  case(ct)y  Sarah  '^aybn's  case{b)y  Reginay, 
Laugher  {c).  After  consulting  with  Lord  Denman,  I 
declined  to  strike  out  the  evidence  of  the  confession, 
and  put  the  whole  to  the  jury,  feeling  that  it  was  im- 
posdble,  after  they  had  heard  the  confession,  to  expect 
that  they  could  weigh  and  consider  the  other  facts  in 
the  case  without  reference  to  the  confession;  and,  in 
truth,  those  other  facts  by  themselves  would  not  have 
warranted  a  conviction.  The  deposition  of  the  mistress, 
which  had  been  taken  by  a  magistrate  in  ihe  presence 
of  the  prisoner,  and  which  mistress  was  proved  to  be 
incapable  of  being  removed,  and  to  be  in  a  hopeless 
state  under  a  disease  of  dropsy,  was  then  read,  detailing 
the  same  conversation  between  Mr.  Gilby  and  the  pri- 
soner, but  not  stating  anything  with  regard  to  the  use 
of  threats  or  promises.  The  jury  found  the  prisoner 
guilty ;  and  I  have  to  request  the  opinion  of  the  judges, 
whether  I  was  right  in  the  course  I  adopted. 

Fbwers,  for  the  prisoner  (rf). — This  confession  ought 
to  have  been  excluded:  Regma  v.  Laugher.  [PoU 
lochy  C.  B. — The  words  here,  used  are  stronger  than 

(a)  7  C.  &  P.  776.  {d)  No  one  appeared  on  be- 

(h)  8  Id.  733.  half  of  the  proBecution. 

(c)  2  C.  &  K.  225. 

VOL.  m.  B  B  N.  S.  C« 
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1848.        in  that  case.    Erie,  J. — ^The  question  is,  if  such  an  ex- 
llieQusur     ^<>^^tioi^  ^  q>eak  the  tmth  can  be  considered  as  an 
^'  inducement  to  make  a  confession  in  violation  of  the 

truth.]  In  Bex  v.  Eingttan  (a),  the  words  *^  you  had 
better  teU  what  you  know,"  were  used  by  a  surgeon, 
and  the  confession  was  rejected.  That  shews  that  a 
surgeon  is  competent  to  hold  out  an  inducement. 
[Patteson,  J. — The  eyidence  was  properly  received  at 
the  time  it  was  given.  I  am  strongly  of  opinion  that 
it  lies  upon  the  prisoner  to  prove  affirmatively  that 
some  inducement  was  held  out  to  him,  before  evidence 
of  a  confession  ought  to  \^  rejected.  Here  that  was 
done  by  the  witness  who  was  subsequently  called ;  and 
I  think  that  I  ought  to  have  treated  it  as  if  the  evi- 
dence of  the  inducement  had  been  originally  ^ven.  I 
should  then  have  rejected  the  testimony,  and  there 
would  have  been  no  evidence  to  warrant  a  conviction.] 
— He  was  here  stopped  by  the  Court 

Pollock,  C.B.— tWe  are  all  of  opinion  that  this 
conviction  cannot  be  sustained* 

Conviction  reversed, 
(a)  4  C,  &  P.  387. 


END  OF  MICHAELMAS  TEBM, 
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I 


The  Queen  t7.  Preston  and  Another.  July  12. 

N  Trinity  Tenn  last.  Bliss  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  A  notice  to 
quashing  an  order  of  two  justices  of  the  West  Biding.  Sghw^of  tn 
The  order  had  been  removed  into  this  court,  in  obe-  ^^"J^^^  ^ 
dience  to  a  writ  of  certiorari,  and  was  as  follows : —        jmtioes  at  spe- 

cud  sesrions  for 
«  highwayi,  pur- 

West  Riding  of  Yorkshire,  to  wit. — ^At  a  special  session  of  the  snant  to  the  4  & 

pesce  for  the  highways,  holden  at  Huddersfield,  in  and  for  the  l^^'f^i\i 
upper  division  of  Aggbrigg,  in  the  West  Riding  of  Yorkshire,  was  mtended  to 
this  6th  day  of  October,  1846,  before  William  Walker  Batty  e  and  "  exhibit  an 
Thomas  Starkye,  Esqaires,  two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  ^^'JelS^ds 

of  the  tmat  (to 
which  the  per- 
ton  giTing  the  notice  was  clerk)  are  insufficient  for  the  repairs  of  the  turnpike  road 
belonging  to  the  tmstees  within  the  hamlet  of  B.,  and  then  and  there  to  apply  to  such 
justices  to  adjudge  and  order  a  portion  of  the  rate  levied,  or  to  be  levied,  to  be  pud  by  you 
to  the  ssid  tmstees  or  their  treasurer : — Heldy  that  the  notice  gave  full  knowledge  of  the 
nature  of  the  application,  and  that  it  was  not  bad  for  not  shewing  what  part  of  the  road 
was  out  of  repair  nor  for  what  purpose  the  money  was  to  be  paid,  or  for  not  shewing  that 
the  road  out  of  repair  was  within  the  sessional  division. 

The  order  of  justices,  made  on  the  above  information,  recited,  that  the  surveyors  of  the 
higbways  appeared  in  pursuance  of  the  notice  at  the  spedal  sessions ;  and  that  application 
was  there  made  to  the  justices  to  order  a  portion  of  the  rates  '*  to  be  levied,  by  virtue  of  the 
statutes  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  for  the  repair  of  the  highways  in  the  hamlet  of 
B.,"  to  be  paid  by  the  surveyors  of  the  highways  of  the  said  hamlet  of  B.  to  the  trustees  or 
their  treasurer,  and  directed  a  certain  sum  to  be  paid  out  of  the  rate  **  which  should  next 
be  nude  for  the  repairs  of  the  highways  in  B.:" — Held,  that  the  order  must  be  taken  to 
refer  to  the  application,  and  must  therefore  be  considered  as  made  under  the  statute,  and 
that  the  order  need  not  expressly  adjudicate  that  the  notice  was  given  to  the  surveyors,  or 
that  the  information  was  true ;  and  that  it  need  not  specify  the  particular  part  of  the  road 
to  repairing  which  the  rate  was  to  be  applied,  nor  set  out  the  state  of  the  revenues  of  the 
trusts  in  the  hamlet,  nor  the  length  of  roads  there,  nor  the  other  particulars  into  which  the 
justices  are  directed  to  inquire  by  the  4  &  5  Vict.  c.  59,  s.  1 ;  and  that  the  order,  being 
made  on  the  surveyors  of  a  hamlet,  need  not  expressly  find  that  the  hamlec  was  one  main- 
taiuing  its  own  highways,  as  that  might  be  considered  as  stated  by  reasonable  intendment. 
Hie  appearance  of  the  surveyors  at  the  special  sessions  was  denied  by  affidavit,  shewing 
that  they  purposely  absented  themselves.  There  being  no  reason  to  believe  that  the  order 
was  intentionaUy  false,  and  the  variance  being  immaterial  to  the  validity  of  the  proceedings 
it  the  special  senions—  Held,  that  it  was  no  objection  to  the  order. 

VOL.  m.  C  C  N.  8.  C. 
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peace  in  and  for  the  said  riding,  and  acting  in  and  for  the  said 
upper  division  of  Aggbrigg,  in  the  the  riding  and  county  afore- 
said; 

Whereas,  by  a  certain  information  and  complaint  of  Geoige 
Higham,  of  the  township  of  Hipperholme-cum-Brighouse,  in 
the  said  West  Riding  of  the  county  of  York,  gentleman,  now  ex- 
hibited unto  us,  the  justices  aforesaid,  at  these  special  sessiona 
for  the  highways  within  the  said  division,  the  said  Greoiige 
Higham.  informs  us  that  he  is  clerk  to  the  trustees  of  a  certain 
turnpike  trust,  under  trustees  appointed  in  and  by  a  certain  act 
of  Parliament,  made  and  passed  in  the  Ist  of  Victoria,  intituled, 
"An  Act  for  more  effectually  Repairing  and  Maintaining  the 
Road  from  the  top  of  Odsall,  near  Bradford,  through  Wibsey 
Cow  Moor,  to  Huddersfield,  in  the  West  Riding  of  York,"  and 
that  a  certain  portion  of  the  said  turnpike  road,  situate  in  the 
hamlet  of  Bradley,  in  the  said  riding,  and  within  the  said  upper 
division  of  Aggbrigg,  is  now  out  of  repair,  and  that  the  funds  of 
the  said  trusts  are  insufficient  for  the  repair  of  the  same ;  and 
the  said  Geoige  Higham  further  informeth  us,  the  said  justicea, 
here  assembled,  that,  twenty-one  days  at  least  before  this  6th  day 
of  October,  the  said  informant  gave  due  notice  in  writing  to  the 
surveyors  of  the  highways  of  the  said  hamlet  of  Bradley  of  hia, 
the  said  informant's,  intention  to  exhibit  this  said  information 
to  the  jtistices  here  to  be  assembled  at  the  present  special  seadona 
for  the  highways ;  and  the  said  informant,  as  clerk  of  the  tmsta 
aforesaid,  now  prayeth  the  consideration  of  us,  the  said  justices, 
here  in  special  sessions  for  the  highways  assembled  in  this  behalf, 
and  that  we,  the  said  justices,  may  adjudge  and  order  that  such 
portion  of  the  rates  or  assessments,  levied  or  to  be  levied  by  virtue 
t)f  the  statutes  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  in  the  said  ham- 
let of  Bradley,  for  the  repair  of  the  highways  therein,  as  to  us  shall 
seem  meet,  shall  be  paid  by  the  surveyors  of  the  highways  of  the 
said  namlet  to  the  trustees  aforesaid,  or  to  their  treasurer,  at  snck 
times  as  to  us  shall  seem  meet,  to  be  laid  out  in  the  actual  repair 
of  so  much  of  the  said  turnpike  road,  within  the  same  hamlet,  aa  is 
now  out  of  repair  as  aforesaid,  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  in  such 
case  &c. ;  and  now,  hereupon,  James  Preston  and  James  Oakes,  the 
surveyors  of  the  highways  of  the  said  hamlet  of  Bradley,  appear- 
ing before  us,  in  pursuance  of  the  notice  aforesaid,  we,  the  said  jus- 
tices, in  special  sessions  for  the  highways  assembled,  as  aforesaid, 
having  duly  examined  the  state  of  the  revenues  and  debts  of  the 
said  turnpike  trust,  and  inquired  into  the  state  and  condition  o£ 
the  repair  of  the  roads  within  the  same,  and  having  also  aacer- 
tained  the  length  of  the  roads  (including  turnpike  roads)  within 
the  said  hamlet  of  Bradley,  and  how  much  of  the  same  is  turn- 
pike road ;  and  it  being  proved  to  our  satisfiiiction,  on  oath,  that 
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a  certain  part  of  the  said  turnpike  road,  situate  within  the  said  1848. 
hamlet  of  Bradley,  and  within  the  said  upper  division  of  Agg- 
brigg,  is  out  of  repair,  and  that  the  funds  of  the  trust  are  insuf- 
ficient for  the  repairing  of  the  same ;  and  it  appearing  to  us,  the  Fbsston. 
said  justices,  that  it  is  necessary  and  expedient,  for  the  purposes 
of  the  portion  of  the  said  turnpike-road,  so  out  of  repair  as  afore- 
said, that  we  should  adjudge  and  order  that  a  certain  portion,  to 
wit,  the  sum  of  £66  of  the  rate  or  assessment  which  shall  be 
next  made,  for  the  repair  of  the  highways  in  the  said  hamlet  of 
Bradley,  shall  be  paid  by  the  surveyors  of  the  highways  of  the 
said  hamlet  of  Bradley  to  the  said  trustees  or  to  their  treasurer : 
Now  we,  the  said  justices,  duly  considering  the  matters  aforesaid, 
do  hereby  adjudge  and  order  the  said  James  Preston  and  James 
Oakes^  surveyors  of  the  highways  of  the  said  hamlet  of  Bradley, 
or  whoever  else  may  be  surveyor  of  the  said  highways,  to  pay 
unto  the  trustees  of  the  said  turnpike-road,  or  unto  Stanfield 
RawBon,  Esq.,  their  treasurer,  out  of  the  rate  or  assessment  which 
shall  next  be  made  for  the  repair  of  the  highways  within  the  said 
hamlet  of  Bradley,  the  said  sum  of  £65,  by  two  equal  payments, 
to  wit,  the  sum  of  32^.  lOf .,  parcel  thereof,  on  the  Ist  of  Novem- 
ber next,  and  the  residue  thereof  on  the  let  of  January  next,  to 
be  by  the  said  trustees  wholly  expended  and  laid  out  in  the  re- 
pair of  such  part  of  the  said  turnpike  road  as  is  situated  within 
the  said  hamlet  and  division  aforesaid,  and  which  is  so  out  of  re- 
pair as  aforesud* — Given  under  our  hands,  &c.,  at  the  special 
sessions  at  Huddersfield  aforesaid,  this  6th  day  of  October, 
▲.D.  1846.  Signed,  &c. 


The  information  purported  to  be  laid  before  the  ma- 
gistrates who  made  the  order  on  the  6th  of  October, 
1846,  ^'at  a  special  sessions  for  the  highways  for  the 
upper  diyision  of  Aggbrigg,  in  the  said  riding,"  and  was 
as  recited  in  the  above  order.  In  the  affidavits  in  sup- 
port of  the  rule  it  was  sworn,  that,  on  the  9th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1846,  the  clerk  of  the  trustees  caused  the  fol- 
lowing notice  to  be  served  on  the  defendants,  surveyors 
of  the  highways  of  the  hamlet  of  Bradley^  and  it  also 
appeared  that  they,  the  defendants,  did  not  attend  at 
the  special  sessions  named  in  the  notice,  because  they 
'were  advised  that  the  notice  was  illegal  and  void,  nor 
did  any  person,  on  their  behalf,  appear  there : — 

c  c  2 
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1848.  ^^  To  the  surveyors  of  the  highways  of  the  hamlet  of 

The  QuuK  Bradley^  in  the  township  or  parish  of  Hudders- 

Prmton.  ^®^^»  ^  ^^  West  Biding  of  the  county  of  York. 

'^  I,  the  undersigned,  George  Higham,  derk  of  a  cer- 
tain turnpike  trust  under  a  certain  act  of  Parliament, 
passed  &o,y  do  hereby,  in  pursuance  of  an  act  of  Par- 
liament, passed  &c.  (4  &  5  Vict  c.  49),  intituled  &a, 
which  said  last-mentioned  act  has  been  continued  by 
subsequent  enactments,  and  is  now  in  operation,  give 
you  notice  that  I  intend,  at  the  next  special  sessions  for 
the  highways,  to  be  holden  &c,  within  the  said  riding, 
on  &c,  before  the  justices  at  such  sessions  assembled,  to 
exhibit  an  information  that  the  funds  of  the  trusts  above- 
mentioned  or  referred  to  are  insufficient  for  the  repairs 
of  the  turnpike  road  belonging  to  such  trustees,  within 
the  said  hamlet  of  Bradley,  and  then  and  there  to  apply 
to  such  justices  to  adjudge  and  order  a  portion  of  the 
rate  or  assessment,  levied  or  to  be  levied  by  virtue  of 
the  statute  made  &c  (5  &  6  WilL  4,  c.  50),  intituled  &c, 
to  be  paid  by  you  to  the  said  commiseioners  or  trustees 
of  the  said  turnpike  trusts,  or  to  their  treasurer  or  other 
officer  appointed  by  them  in  that  behal£  And  I  do 
hereby  further  give  you  notice  and  require  you  to  pro- 
duce, at  such  sessions,  the  last  rate  made  for  the  repairs 
of  the  highways  within  the  said  hamlet,  and  all  books 
and  accounts  in  your  possession  or  power  &c.  in  which 
any  entries  are  made  relating  to  the  repairs  of  the  high- 
ways of  the  said  hamlet  during  the  last  eighteen  months. 
—Dated  the  9th  of  September,  1846. 

^'Geoboe  Hioham, 
'« Clerk  to  the  Trustees,  ftc" 

Archbold  {Baines  was  with  him)  appeared  to  shew 
cause  (a);  but  the  Court  called  on 

(a)  JuM  17. — ^Before  Lord  Denman^  C.  J.,  CoUndge^  J.,  and 


Pksston. 
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BUss  and  Hall,  in  support  of  the  rule. — There  are  1348. 
several  objections  to  the  order:  it  fails  to  shewjurisdic-  '  xhe  Qubbn 
tion  in  the  magistrates  who  made  it  Every  order 
should  shew  that  the  person  to  be  affected  by  it  appeared 
or  was  duly  summoned  to  appear.  Here,  though  the 
order  states  that  ihe  surveyors  did  appear  before  the 
justices,  the  hct  is  distinctly  denied  by  the  defendants 
on  affidavit,  and  it  is  competent  for  them  to  do  this; 
Beffina  v.  BoUon  (a) ;  and,  as  their  affidavits  are  not  con- 
tradicted, the  want  of  jurisdiction  is  made  out  [Lord 
Denman,  C.  J. — The  wrong  persons  may  have  appeared, 
and  the  magistrates  would  be  ignorant  of  that]  Still 
all  such  facts  may  be  subsequently  shewn  on  affidavit, 
because  on  them  the  jurisdiction  would  depend :  Beffina 
V.  C7ieskire{b),  where  it  was  held,  that,  if  facts  shewn 
on  affidavit  did  not  affect  the  jurisdiction,  the  Court 
would  not  notice  them,  but  otherwise  if  they  did.  Bex 
V.  Great  Marlaw(c)y  and  Bex  y,  Bridffewater  (d),  cited 
in  Beffina  v.  Cheshire  (e),  are  to  tiie  same  effect  If  the 
order  is  to  be  supported  on  the  ground  that  notice  to 
appear  was  given  to  the  defendants,  then  that  fact  was 
one  for  tiie  justices  to  inquire  into,  and  should  have  been 
specially  found  by  them ;  if  that  had  been  done,  the 
fact  of  notice  having  been  given  must  have  been  decided 
in  the  negative,  for  the  notice  sent  was  clearly  bad.  It 
does  not  state  tiiat  the  part  of  the  road  out  of  repair 
was  in  the  sessional  division,  nor  that  tiie  special  ses- 
dons,  where  the  information  was  to  be  exhibited,  were 
held  in  tiie  division  where  the  road  was  situate.  In 
Beffina  v.  Marice(/)f  and  in  Beffina  v.  Martin  (ff\  an 
order  was  held  insufficient  for  such  a  defect  The  se- 
cond objection  to  tiie  order  is,  tiiat,  if  made  under  the 

(a)  1  Q.  B.  66.  (e)  1  Q.  B.  66. 

lb)  8  A.  &  E.  398.  (/)  1  New  Seas.  Cas.  586. 

le)  2  East,  244.  (^)  2  Q.  B.  1037. 

(d)  1  Cowp.  139. 
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1848.  4  &  5  Vict.  c.  59»  it  does  not  appear  by  it»  as  it  should. 
The  QuBssr  that  Bradley  is  a  hamlet  maintaining  its  own  highways ; 
PEBSToif  '^^^^  order  is  made  under  the  2  &  3  Vict  c-  81,  primft 
facie  the  parish  is  liable  to  repair  the  road ;  and  if  it 
should  be  said  that  the  objection  is  removed  because  the 
service  of  the  order  was  on  the  surveyors  of  hi^waye 
for  the  hamlet,  which  would  not  have  had  surveyors  un- 
less it  maintained  its  own  highways,  the  answer  is,  that 
there  may  be  surveyors  of  highways  for  united  parishesy 
or  particular  divisions,  and  that  there  may  be  surveyors 
of  highways  for  a  hamlet  not  maintaining  its  own  high- 
ways. Even  if  the  order  had  run  thus : — ^^  Whereas 
A.  and  B.  are  surveyors  of  highways  in  a  pafticdar 
hamlet,"  that  would  not  have  been  a  good  finding  that 
the  hamlet  maintained  its  own  highways ;  it  would  not 
have  been  sufficient  in  an  indictment,  and  this,  being  in 
effect  a  conviction,  ought  to  be  as  strict  as  an  indict- 
ment. [Erk,  J. — I  do  not  find  any  other  l^al  sur- 
veyor of  highways  in  hamlets  than  one  appointed  under 
the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c  50,  which  is  where  a  hamlet  main- 
tains its  own  highways.]  There  may  be  surveyors  of 
highways  at  common  law.  \_Coleridffef  J. — What  a  bur- 
den you  throw  on  justices  if  you  make  them  decide  in 
each  case  whether  a  hamlet  maintains  its  own  highways 
or  not.]  If  it  does  not,  that  would  be  a  good  ground 
of  appeal ;  and,  whatever  the  hardship  may  be,  the 
statute  seems  to  have  imposed  on  the  justices  the  neoea- 
sity  of  doing  so. 

Next,  the  order  is  bad  for  uncertainty,  as  it  does  not 
state  what  part  of  the  road  is  out  of  repiur;  and  an 
order  of  this  kind,  being  analogous  to  an  indictment  or 
conviction  for  non-repair,  should  use  as  much  precision; 
at  all  events,  this  has  the  penal  consequences  of  a  con- 
viction. Distress  follows  on '  non-compliance  with  the 
order. 
'  The  order  also,  if  made  in  pursuance  of  the  4  &  5 
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Vict  c  59,  s.  1  {a),  ought  to  have  set  forth  the  state  of 
the  highways  in  the  hamlet,  as  well  as  all  the  other  par- 
ticulars mentioned  in  the  act.  Many  things  must  be  set 
out,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  a  statute,  even 
though  the  reason  of  them  does  not  appear :  see  Lord 
EUenborougKs  judgment  in  Rex  ▼.  AH9trey{b\  citing 
Hawkins  v.  Kemp{c).  But  it  is  reasonable  that  all  the 
particulars  mentioned  in  the  statute  should  be  found  in 
this  order,  because,  on  appeal,  the  defendants  may  then 
specify  what  they  traverse  and  what  they  admit. 

Lastly,  the  order  should  have  followed  the  words  of 
the  act,  in  stating  out  of  what  rate  the  money  to  be  paid 
should  be  levied.    It  should  have  said  that  the  money 


1848. 
The  QuBEN 

V, 

Pbsston. 


(a)  The  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  81,  Ib 
limitad  to  parishes.    By  ^&  5 
Vict.  c.  69,  8.  1,  (reciting  the 
6  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  60,  it  is  enact- 
ed, "*  that  it  shall  he  lawful  for 
the  justices  at  any  special  ses- 
sions for  the  highways,  holden 
after  the  passing  of  thb  act, 
npon  information  exhibited  be- 
fore them  by  the  clerk  or  trea- 
surer of  any  turnpike  trust, 
that  the  fdnds  of  the  said  trust 
are  insufficient  for  the  repairs 
of  the  turnpike  road  within  any 
parish,  notice  in  writing  of  such 
intended    information    having 
been  preyiously  given  on  the 
part  of  such  clerk  or  treasurer 
to  the  parish  surveyor  twenty- 
one  days  at  least  before  such 
special  sessions,  to  examine  the 
state  of  the  revenues  and  debts 
of  such  turnpike  trusts,  and  to 
inquire  into  the  state  and  con- 
dition of  the  repairs  of  the  roads 
within  the  same,  and  also  to 
ascertain  the   length   of  the 
Toadcs  including  turnpike  roads, 


within  such  parish,  and  how 
much  of  such  road  is  turnpike 
road ;  and  if,  after  such  exami- 
nation, it  shall  appear  to  the 
said  JQstices  necessary  or  expe- 
dient for  the  purposes  of  any 
turnpike  road  so  to  do,  then  to 
adjudge  and  order  what  portion, 
if  any,  of  the  rate  or  assessment, 
levied  or  to  be  levied  by  virtue 
of  the  said  recited  act,  shall  be 
paid  by  the  said  parish  survey- 
or, and  at  what  time  or  times,  to 
the  said  commissioners  or  trus- 
tees, or  to  their  treasurer  or 
other  officers  appointed  by  them 
on  that  behalf;  such  money  to 
be  wholly  laid  out  in  the  actual 
repairs  of  such  part  of  such 
turnpike  road  as  lies  within 
the  parish  from  which  it  was 
received." 

By  sect.  4,  the  word  "pa- 
rish "  is  to  be  taken  to  mean 
any  hamlet  or  other  district 
maintaining  its  own  highways. 

(h)  6  M.  &  S.  324.) 

(c)  3  East,  440. 


340  NEW  SESSIONS  CA.SES. 

1848.  was  to  be  paid  out  of  a  rate  to  be  levied  under  the  act^ 
The  QuBKN  &fl  ill  Rcgina  v.  Mortce{a);  for  there  may  be  a  rate  for 
Pbbston.  rep®^  of  highways  at  common  law  or  by  a  bye-law  of 
a  particular  place.  Chamberlain  ofLondarCs  c€ue(b) ;  as 
a  church-rate  may  be  made  at  common  law,  and  some- 
times is :  Rogers  v.  Davenant{e).  [Erie,  J. — The  jus- 
tices do  find  that  it  is  convenient  to  levy  the  £65  out 
of  the  rate  next  to  be  levied.] 

Archboldf  contriL — The  order  is  made  under  the  4  & 
5  Vict.  c.  59.  The  main  objection  is,  that  which  goes 
to  the  jurisdiction ;  but  that  is  sufficiently  answered  by 
the  affidavits,  which  set  out  a  good  notice  to  the  defend- 
ants to  appear,  and  the  information,  which  states  that 
the  road  out  of  repair  was  in  the  sessional  division;  but 
it  is  enough  if  the  order,  on  the  face  of  it,  gives  the 
justices  who  made  it  jurisdiction,  and  the  &cts  stated  are 
not  to  be  controverted  by  affidavits,  but  are  more  pro- 
perly the  subjects  of  appeal.  Although  the  defendants 
did  not  attend  in  person  before  the  special  sessions,  they 
may  have  authorised  the  justices  to  enter  on  the  matter 
in  their  absence,  and,  if  they  did,  it  would  warrant  the 
statement  in  the  order,  that  they  appeared  without  put- 
ting the  justices  to  the  necessity  of  setting  out  the  spe- 
cial circumstances. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

Lord  Denbian,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court — In  this  case  an  order  of  justices  on  surveyors 
of  highways,  to  make  a  payment  to  the  trustees  of  a 
turnpike  road  out  of  the  highway  rate,  had  been  re- 
moved by  certiorari ;  and,  on  a  rule  for  quashing  sudi 
order,  several  objections  on  points  of  form,  and  one 


(a)  1  New  SesB.  Cas.  585.  (b)  6  Coke,  63 

(e)  1  Mod.  286. 
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upon  a  Btatement  of  fact,  have  been  relied  on.  First,  1848. 
it  was  objected,  that  the  notice  of  application  to  the  xhe  Quebk 
surveyors  was  insufficient,  for  not  shewing  what  part  of  pMaVow 
the  road  was  out  of  repair,  nor  for  what  purpose  the 
money  was  to  be  paid ;  and  also  for  not  shewing  that 
the  road  was  within  the  division.  The  answer  is,  that 
the  notice  appears  to  give  fuU  knowledge  of  the  nature 
of  the  application,  so  as  to  have  enabled  the  surveyors 
to  prepare  any  ground  for  resisting  it  that  they  might 
have  had,  and,  therefore,  to  be  sufficient.  We  have 
stated  below  our  views  of  the  statute  on  which  this 
order  was  founded,  which  is  a  further  answer  to  the 
objection  that  the  parts  of  the  road  and  purposes  for 
the  money  are  not  specified ;  and,  with  r^pect  to  omit- 
ting a  statement  that  the  road  was  within  the  division, 
no  such  particularity  is  required  in  a  notice. 

Secondly,  it  was  objected,  that  tiie  order  did  not  adjudi- 
cate on  the  truth  of  the  application  by  the  clerk,  or  on  the 
fact  of  notice  by  the  surveyors.  The  order  recited,  that 
the  derk  informed  the  justices  of  the  state  of  the  road, 
and  of  notice  to  the  surveyors,  and  prayed  their  consider- 
ation. It  then  stated  an  examination  into  the  matters, 
and,  finally,  an  order  to  pay.  One  answer  to  this  ob- 
jection is,  that  tiie  order  states  what  tiie  statute  has  spe- 
cified as  preliminary  to  examination,  so  that  no  addi- 
tion is  necessary,  the  power  to  examine  being  given 
upon  information  by  the  derk  being  exhibited,  notice 
of  such  information  having  been  previously  given  on 
tibe  part  of  such  derk.  It  is  not  unreasonable  to  sup- 
pose that  tiie  information  of  tiie  derk,  as  to  the  notice 
by  him,  was  intended  by  the  legislature  to  be  as  satis- 
fikctory  as  his  information  in  respect  of  the  state  of  the 
road.  Also^  with  respect  to  not  adjudicating  on  notice, 
v^here  the  party  is  stated  to  have  appeared,  and  no  ob- 
jection on  account  of  want  of  notice  is  mentioned,  the 
intendment  ought  to  be  made  that  notice  was  given : 


V, 

Prbston. 
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1848.  Taylor  v.  CleniMon  (a)y  (jadgment  of  Lord  Brc/ugham), 
The  QuBEM  Also,  considering  the  nature  of  this  instnunent,  and  of 
the  objection,  we  think  that  there  is  a  fiirther  answer 
of  wider  application.  It  is  an  order  for  the  payment 
of  money,  which  is  to  be  enforced,  in  case  of  diso- 
bedience, by  summons,  inquiry,  conviction,  and  war^ 
rant.  It  differs  materially  firom  convictions  and  war- 
rants immediately  interfering  with  rights  secured  by  the 
general  laws  of  tiie  land ;  and  there  is  no  reason  for  ex- 
tending, for  such  an  order  as  this,  the  strict  rules  of  con- 
struction required  for  the  instruments  above  described 
The  general  rule  is,  that  Courts  of  law  should  give  efl^ 
to  the  lawful  intentions  of  parties,  and  adopt  the  con- 
struction whioJi  gives  effect  to,  rather  than  that  which 
defeats,  an  instrument;  and,  for  this  purpose,  to  make 
the  intendments  which  are  reasonably  to  be  inferred 
from  the  language  used*  The  distinction  between  con- 
victions and  some  other  judicial  acts  of  justices  was  ad- 
verted to  in  Begma  v.  Stainfarth  (b).  Lord  Hak  also 
recognises  it  when  he  distinguishes  between  acts  of  vo- 
luntary jurisdiction,  such  as  taking  recognizances  and 
examinations,  and  acts  of  compulsory  jurisdiction,  such 
as  committing  for  a  crime,  or  imprisonment  for  not 
^ving  recognizances  (e).  Also,  a  different  standard  for 
construction  between  convictions  and  orders  was  esta- 
blished in  Ormerod  v.  Chadmck  (d).  In  this  present 
order,  the  justices  set  forth  that  the  derk  informed  them 
of  certain  matters,  and  of  notice  having  been  given,  and 
thereupon  they  proceed  to  state,  that  they  exercised 
their  jurisdiction,  which  would  be  clearly  legal,  if  they 
adjudicated  expressly  that  such  information  was  true; 
but  inasmuch  as  they  set  it  fortii  as  the  ground  on  which 
they  act,  it  is  to  be  reasonably  intended  that  they  ad- 

(a)  11  C.  &  F.  610.  (d)  2  New  Seas.  Cas.  697;  16 

(ft)  Ante,  63.  M.  &  W.  367. 

(c)  %  Hale,  P.  C.  61,  62. 


i 
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judged  it  to  be  true.   K  they  stated  expressly  that  they        1848. 
adjudicated  the  infonnatiou  to  be  true,  their  order  woidd     Tbe  Qvkkn 
be  admitted  to  be  correct.    It  appears  also  to  us  to  be      PauVoN. 
correct,  if  such  statement  is  to  be  reasonably  intended; 
and  we  .think  that  it  is^  from  their  setting  forth  the  in- 
formation as  the  ground  on  which  they  act. 

The  third  objection  was»  that  tiie  order  did  not  specify 
the  part  of  the  road  out  of  repair,  nor  the  part  to  which 
the  money  was  to  be  applied.  The  answer  is,  that  the  ob- 
jection is  founded  on  a  misconception  of  the  effect  of  the 
statute  (4  &  5  Yict.  c.  59),  which  authorises  the  justices^ 
on  infonnation  that  the  funds  of  the  turnpike  trust  are  in- 
sufficient for  the  repairs  of  the  turnpike  roads,  to  examine 
the  state  of  the  revenues  and  debts>  and  the  state  and 
condition  of  the  repairs,  and  the  length  of  turnpike  and 
other  highways  in  the  parish,  and,  thereupon,  to  order 
a  p<»rtion  of  a  rate  to  be  paid.  The  objection  assumes^ 
that  a  given  spot  must  be  out  of  repair^  as  in  case  of  an 
indictment,  and  that  the  application  must  be  for  the 
repair  of  the  spot ;  whereas  the  statute  is  directed  to 
providing  funds  to  prevent  any  part  of  the  road  firom 
becoming  out  of  repair  at  alL  When  the  amount  of 
traffic  and  the  nature  of  the  available  materials  are 
known,  the  average  expenses  of  maintaining  a  line  of 
road  can  be  calculated.  The  informaticMi  is  to  shew  that 
the  fimds  are  insufficient  for  the  repairs  generally,  and 
the  inquiry  is  to  be  into  the  total  of  available  revenue^ 
and  the  total  of  probable  expenditure,  and  the  order  is 
to  be  founded  on  this  general  view.  The  rules  reUting 
to  indictments  for  non-reptur  have  no  relevancy  to  the 
exerdse  of  this  jurisdiction,  and  the  objection  there- 
fore fails. 

The  fourth  o1]gection  is,  that  this  order  directs  the 
money  to  be  pud  out  of  the  rate  which  shaU  next  be 
made  for  the  repair  of  the  highways,  the  statute  being 
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1848.  confined  to  rates  under  the  5  &  6  Will  4,  c.  50,  and 
TbeQuuK  'the  suggestion  being,  that  there  may  be  a  common- 
PftBSTow.  ^^  ^^  ^^^  repairs  of  highways,  to  which  the  order 
may  apply,  and  so  be  comprised  in  the  order,  and  be- 
yond the  power  given  by  the  statute.  We  will  not 
stop  to  inquire  whether  we  should  be  justified  in  ima- 
gining a  process  that  has  not  been  made  use  of^  pro- 
bably,for  some  centuries,  for  ihe  purpose  of  making  an 
ambiguity  in  a  magistrate's  order,  because  it  appears  to 
us  that  there  is  no  ambiguity.  The  order  redtes  an 
application  to  the  justices  to  order  a  portion  of  the  rates, 
levied  or  to  be  levied  by  virtue  of  the  statutes  in  that 
case  made  and  provided,  to  be  paid  over,  and  adjudges 
that  a  portion  of  the  rate  which  shall  next  be  made,  be 
paid.  The  adjudication  here  must  be  intended  to  apply 
to  the  rate  mentioned  in  the  application,  and  that  is  a 
rate  under  a  statute,  not  a  rate  at  common  law ;  and  no 
other  statute  is  shewn  to  apply  but  the  statute  required 
by  the  objection.  We  also  are  of  opinion  that  the  jus- 
tices may  order  the  portion  either  out  of  a  rate  levied 
or  to  be  levied,  or  leave  the  option  of  the  rate  to  the 
surveyor,  as  decided  in  Regina  v.  Morice  (a). 

Fifthly,  it  was  objected,  that  the  order  did  not  state 
Bradley  to  be  a  hamlet  maintaining  its  own  highways  ; 
but  the  order  throughout  names  the  defendants  surveyors 
of  the  highways  of  the  hamlet  of  Bradley,  and  names 
the  rates  to  be  for  the  repair  of  the  highways  within  the 
hamlet  Now,  as  there  would  be  neither  a  surveyor  nor 
a  rate  for  the  hamlet,  imless  it  was  a  hamlet  maintaining 
its  own  highways,  that  fact  is  stated  by  reasonable  in- 
tendment 

Sixthly,  it  was  objected,  that  the  order  did  not  set 
out  the  state  of  revenues,  the  length  of  roads,  and  other 

(a)  1  New  Sen.  Gas.  586. 
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matters  which  the  justices  are  to  inquire  into;  but  it        1848. 
appears  to  us  that  there  is  no  reason  and  no  precedent    xhe  Qubbn 
for  requiring  them  so  to  da  Pre*toh 

Seventhly,  besides  these  objections  to  the  form  of  the 
order^  it  was  further  objected,  that  the  order  was  untrue 
in  a  fact  essential  to  the  jurisdiction,  namely,  in  stating 
that  the  defendants  appeared  before  the  justices.  The 
affidavits  deny  that  the  defendants  appeared ;  and  at  the 
same  time  they  shew  there  was  jurisdiction  in  truth,  be- 
cause they  shew  that  a  legal  notice  was  duly  served,  and 
tiiat  the  defendants  purposely  absented  themselves.  If 
there  was  the  least  reason  for  supposing  that  the  order 
was  intentionally  false,  or  if  we  had  not  been  satisfied  that 
the  justices  had  clear  jurisdiction  as  far  as  notice  is  con- 
cerned, we  should  at  once  have  yielded  to  tiiis  objection; 
but,  considering  that  the  defendants  applied  for  and  ob- 
tained the  rule  for  the  certiorari,  absolute  in  the  first 
instance,  upon  objections  of  form  apparent  on  the  face 
of  the  order,  and  so  have  occasioned  a  heavy  expense, 
whereas,  if  they  had  relied  on  an  objection  of  fact  to  be 
introduced  by  affidavit,  they  should  have  obtained  a  rule 
to  shew  cause,  so  that  the  question  of  fact  might  have 
been  decided  by  admission  or  answer  in  the  ordinary 
way;  and,  considering  also,  that  the  objection  is  wholly 
beside  any  real  merits,  because,  looking  at  the  affidavits 
and  order  together,  we  see  that  there  is  in  effect  a  va- 
riance in  the  statement  upon  the  order  of  the  evidence 
which  was  before  the  justices,  and  that  such  variance  is 
wholly  immaterial  to  the  validity  of  the  proceeding,  we 
have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  we  ought  not  to  sup- 
port this  ^objection.  The  rule  for  quashing  the  order 
will,  therefore,  be  discharged  with  costs. 

Bule  discharged. 
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Dec.  4. 

Where  an  order 
of  removal  was 
confirmed  by 
the  aeasions, 
aabject  to  a 
case  for  the 
opinion  of  this 
Coort,  and  the 
overseers  re- 
moved the  pau- 
per before  the 
case  was  de- 
cided :~i7tf/<?, 
that  they  were 
not  gnilty  of  an 
indictable  of- 
fence, without 
proof  that  the 
removal  was 
effected  by 
fraud  or  me- 
nace. 


The  Queen  v.  Coopeb. 

X  HE  defendants,  overseen  of  the  poor,  were  indicted 
for  remoying  paupers,  in  pursuance  of  an  order  of  re- 
moval, after  the  order  had  been  confirmed  on  appeal, 
subject  to  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  C!ourt  of  Queen's 
Bench,  but  before  the  final  determination  of  the  case 
by  that  CJourt 

The  first  coant  in  the  indictment  stated,  that,  on  the  16th  of 
October,  1846,  one  M.  Lye  and  her  three  children  were  inhabit- 
ing in  the  township  of  Manchester,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster, 
and  had  then  become  and  were  chaigeable  to  the  said  township, 
the  said  township  of  Manchester  being  liable  to  maintain  its  own 
poor ;  and  that,  after  the  said  M.  Lye  and  her  said  children  had 
so  become  and  were  chaigeable  as  aforesaid,  the  oyereeeis  of  the 
poor  of  the  said  township  of  Manchester  for  the  time  being  made 
compliant  to  T.  T.  and  D.  P.,  then  being  two  of  her  Majesty's 
justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  borough  of  Manchester, 
(stating  a  complaint  to  authorise  an  order  of  removal) ;  that  the 
said  justices  proceeded  in  the  matter  of  the  said  complaint  and 
heard  evidence  thereon,  and  made  an  order,  adjudging  the  place 
of  the  last  legal  settlement  of  the  said  M.  Lye  and  her  said  chil- 
dren to  be  in  the  parish,  township,  or  place  of  Sheffield,  in  the 
West  Riding  of  the  county  of  York  (setting  out  the  order, 
which  directed,  that,  if  no  notice  of  appeal  were  given  within 
twenty-one  days  after  service  of  the  order,  &c.,  the  overseers  of 
Manchester  should  remove  the  paupers  after  the  expiration  of 
such  twenty-one  days ;  but  if  notice  of  appeal  should  be  given 
within  twenty-one  days,  then  after  the  final  determination  of 
the  appeal,  if  the  same  should  be  confirmed) ;  that  notice  of 
chaigeability  was  signed  by  the  defendant,  then  one  of  the  over- 
seers of  Manchester,  and  by  divers  other  overseers  thereof,  and 
sent,  together  with  a  copy  of  the  order  and  examinations,  to  the 
overseers  of  Sheffield ;  and  that  afterwards  the  overseers  of  Shef- 
field, to  wit,  on  &c.,  commenced  their  appeal  against  the  said 
order ;  and  that  such  proceedings  were  thereupon  had  that  the 
said  appeal  was  duly  prosecuted,  and  came  on  in  due  form  of  law 
to  be  heard,  and  was  heard  at  the  general  quarter  sessions  of  the 
peace,  holden  in  and  for  the  borough  of  Manchester,  on  the  4th 
of  January,  1847,  before  the  Recorder  of  the  said  borough ;  at 
which  said  general  quarter  sessions  the  said  order  of  justices  was 
confirmed,  subject  to  a  certain  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
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of  Queen's  Bench  (the  case  was  then  set  out  at  length) ;  that  the 
overseen  of  Sheffield  never  agreed  to  submit  to  the  said  order  of 
justices ;  and  that,  after  the  making  of  the  said  order  of  quarter 
sesuons,  and  before  the  final  determination  of  the  appeal,  the 
defendant  still  remained  and  was  oTeraeer  of  the  said  township  of 
Manchester  for  a  long  time,  until  the  12th  of  January,  1847;  and 
that  the  said  M.  Lye  and  her  children  had  not,  before  the  12th  of 
January,  1847,  been  removed  from  the  township  of  Manchester, 
but  hath  been  still  resident  there,  from  the  time  when  the  said 
oMer  was  applied  for,  until  the  12th  of  January,  1847 ;  that  the 
defendant  had  notice  of  all  the  premises,  and  that  he  then,  being 
such  overseer  of  the  poor  of  Manchester,  and  having  no  regard  to 
his  duty  as  such  overseer,  but  intending  to  disobey  and  actuaUy 
disobeying  the  said  order  of  justices,  and  intending  &c.  to  injure  the 
said  M.  Lye  and  her  children,  and  to  aggrieve  the  inhabitants  of 
Sheffield,  and  to  cast  on  them  the  charge  of  muntaining  the  said 
M.  Lye  and  her  children,  did,  on  the  12th  of  January,  1847,.  with 
force  and  arms,  and  wickedly  and  maliciously  and  without  any 
lavrfiil  warrant  or  authority,  remove  and  convey  the  said  M.  Lye 
and  her  said  three  children,  from  and  out  of  the  said  township  of 
Manchester,  to  the  said  township  of  Sheffield,  and  did  then  deliver 
them  to  one  T.  L.,  then  being  one  of  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of 
the  said  township  of  Sheffield,  to  the  great  damage  of  the  said  M. 
Lye  and  her  said  children,  in  manifest  violation  of  the  liberties 
of  the  subjects  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  in  breach  and  disregard  of 
the  duty  of  the  defendant  as  such  overseer  of  the  poor  of  the 
township  of  Manchester  as  aforesaid,  to  the  evil  example  of  all 
others  in  the  like  case  offending,  in  contempt  of  the  laws  of  this 
realm,  to  the  great  damage  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  said  township 
of  Sheffield,  &c. 

The  second  coant  was  similar  to  the  first,  only  it 
omitted  to  set  out  the  case  reserved  for  the  opinion  of 
the  Queen's  Bench. 

The  third  count  did  not  allege  that  the  defendant 
was  overseer  of  Manchester,  but  chaiged  him  with 
remoTing  the  paupers  from  Manchester  to  Sheffield 
without  any  lawful  warrant  or  authority,  and  under 
pretence  that  the  appeal  was  finally  determined^  and 
that  he  was  authorised  by  the  then  overseers  of  Man- 
chester. 

The  defendant  demurred  to  this  indictment 


1848. 


The  QvasN 
Coopaa. 
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1848.  R,  Hatty  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  indictment 

The  QuBKN  d<>^8  ^^^  discloee  any  facts  which  constitute  an  indict- 
CooPBK.  *^^®  offence  at  common  law.  In  Rex  v.  Seward  (a), 
the  proposition  is  laid  down  in  general  terms,  that  an 
indictment  does  not  lie  for  conspiring  merely  to  exo- 
nerate one  parish  from  the  charge  of  a  pauper,  and  to 
throw  it  on  another.  Tauntant  J,,  in  giving  his  judg- 
ment, says,  "  There  is  no  averment  that  the  parties 
were  unwilling,  or  that  the  mamage  was  brought  about 
by  any  fi:aud,  stratagem,  or  concealment,  or  by  duress 
or  threat  No  unlawful  means  are  stated,  and  the  thing 
itself  is  not  an  offence ;  to  call  this  a  conspiracy  is  giving 
a  colour  to  the  case  which  the  facts  do  not  admit  of." 
The  present  indictment  does  not  contain  any  allegation 
that  the  removal  was  effected  either  by  fraud,  menace, 
or  coercion.  In  Rex  v.  Edwards  (ft),  the  defendants 
were  indicted  for  conspiring  to  marry  a  woman,  an  in- 
habitant of  B.,  to  a  man  settled  in  A.,  and  the  indict- 
ment was  held  bad  for  want  of  an  averment  that  the 
woman  was  last  legally  settled  in  B.  Applying  that 
case  to  the  present,  the  indictment  is  defective  for  not 
averring  that  the  paupers  were  settled  in  Manchester. 
See  also  Rex  v.  Wiame  (c),  and  Regina  v.  Langley  (d). 
An  order  of  removal  is  obtained  ex  parte,  and,  except 
in  cases  of  suspended  orders,  the  paupers,  according 
to  the  old  practice,  were  removed  immediately.  By  the 
4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  79,  it  is  provided,  that  no  re- 
moval shall  take  place  till  the  expiration  of  twenty-one 
days  after  notice  of  chargeability,  and  a  copy  of  the  order 
and  examination  shall  have  been  sent ;  and,  if  notice  of 
appeal  shall  be  received  within  that  time,  not  until  the 
final  determination  of  such  appeal.     There  is  no  all^a- 


(a)  1  A.  &  £.  706.  (c)  1  Stra.  644. 

\h)  8  Mod.  821.  \d)  2  Ld.  Rsym.  790. 
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'tion  in  the  indictment  that  any  notice  of  appeal  was        18^« 
given ;  and,  if  there  had,  a  decision  subject  to  a  case  is    The  Qobbn 
a  final  determination  till  something  further  is  done.       coopba. 
lliereforey  inasmuch  as  the  case  is  not  brought  within 
the  79th  section  of  4  &  5  Will  4,  c.  76,  the  two  first 
counts  in  the  indictment  do  not  disclose  any  disobedience 
to  the  order.   The  third  count  is  for  executing  an  order 
without  authority :  the  names  of  the  OTerseers  of  Man- 
chester are  not  given :  •  Segina  v.  Parker  (a).     If  it  were 
averred  that  the  defendant  acted  as  the  overseer  of 
Manchester,  then  it  would  appear  that  he  was  acting 
under  the  authority  of  an  order  of  removaL 

PaMey,  contriL — The  indictment  charges  the  defend- 
ant with  a  misfeazance  in  disobeying  a  valid  order  of 
justices:  Bex  v.  Gilke${b),  and  1  Wms.  Saund.  135  b, 
n.  4,  where  the  cases  are  collected.  I  n  1  BusseU  on  Crimes, 
p.  137,  it  is  said,  ''an  overseer  of  the  poor  is  indictable 
for  misfeazance  in  the  execution  of  his  office ;  and  for 
most  breaches  of  their  duty,  overseers  may  be  punished 
by  indictment  or  information."  The  4  &  5  WilL  4, 
c  76,  s.  79,  provides,  that,  where  there  is  notice  of  ap- 
peal against  an  order  of  removal,  the  pauper  shall  not 
be  removed  till  the  final  determination  of  such  appeaL 
It  must  now  be  taken,  although  not  positively  alleged 
in  the  indictment,  that  a  notice  of  appeal  against  this 
order  was  given,  which,  according  to  Begina  v.  The  Ju»^ 
iiees  of  Middlesex  (c),  is  in  the  nature  of  process.  The 
indictment  alleges  that  the  order  was  discharged  subject 
to  a  case,  which  shews  that  the  determination  of  the 
appeal  was  merely  conditional,  and  not  final  The  alle- 
gation that  the  order  was  discharged  subject  to  a  case 
is  plain  and  intelligible,  and  must  be  construed  accord- 
ing to  the  Tule  laid  down  by  Lord  EUenboroughy  in  Rex 

(a)  3  Q.  B.  292.  {h)  3  C.  &  P.  62.  {c)  Ante,  p.  162. 

VOL.  m.  D  D  N.  S.  C. 
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1848.  y.  Stevens  (a\  '<  That,  except  in  particalar  cases,  where 
TbeQuBKN  precise  technical  expressions  are  required  to  be  used, 
CoopBft.  there  is  no  rule,  that  in  indictments  or  other  pleadings 
a  different  sense  is  to  be  put  upon  them  than  what  they 
bear  in  ordinary  acceptation."  The  indictment  shews 
an  unlawful  act  and  a  corrupt  motive ;  and  it  is  said 
bj  Lord  Man^ldy  in  SchqfieUCs  case  (6),  ^'  So  long  as 
an  act  rests  in  bare  intention,  it  is  not  punishable;  but 
immediately  when  an  act  is  done,  the  law  judges,  sot 
only  of  the  act  done,  but  of  the  intent  with  which  it  is 
done ;  and  if  accompanied  with  an  unlawful  and  mali- 
cious intent,  though  the  act  itself  would  otherwise  have 
been  innocent,  the  intent  being  criminal,  the  act  be- 
comes criminal,  and  punishable."  See  also  Rex  v.  Sut- 
ton  (c);  Rex  v.  Higgtns  (d) ;  and  1  Russell  on  Crimes^ 
p.  46.  An  appeal  is  in  the  nature  of  a  writ  of  error; 
Proeer  v.  Hyde  {e) ;  and,  therefore,  operates  as  a  stay  of 
all  further  proceedings  till  the  final  determination  of 
such  appeal 

R.  HaUy  in  reply. — Notice  of  appeal  did  not  operate  as 
a  stay  of  proceedings,  so  as  to  prevent  a  removal,  till  the 
Stat  4  &  5  Will  4,  c.  76,  passed ;  and  no  notice  of  appeal 
is  alleged,  so  as  to  bring  the  case  within  the  79th  section 
of  that  statute.  The  removal  may  be  irregular  under 
the  circumstances,  but  it  does  not  amount  to  a  ciimijoal 
act  It  is  not  in  contempt  of  the  order  or  of  the  judg* 
ment  of  sessions,  because  they  are  in  favour  of  the^«- 
moval.     [Stopped  by  the  Court] 

CoLBRiDGE,  3'{f)* — Several  objections  have  been 
taken  to  this  indictment,  upon  which  it  does  not  appear 

(a)  6  East,  244.  (e)  1  T.  R.  414. 

\h)  Cald.  897.  (/)  Lord  2>eft«iai»,C.  J.,  wai 

(c)  2  Stra.  1074.  absent. 

(d)  2  East,  6. 
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to  me  necessary  to  expsess  any  opinion^  because  the        i^^* 

point  on  which  the  case  rest»  ia^' whether,  on  the  face  of    The  Qubbn 

the  indictment,  any  indictable  offence  is  disclosed.     The       Coopx&. 

defendant  is  charged  with  an  tinlawfiil  removal  of  pau* 

pen  firom  a  corrupt  tnotive,  aft^t  'an  appeal  was  lodged 

and  before  its  final  determinatidfn ;  and  it  is  said  that  an 

appeal  is  a  complete  stay  of  all  proceedings  till  the  final 

determination  of  such  appeal.     The  proceedings  may  be 

irregular,  but,  in  narrowing  the  question  to  this  single 

point,  whether  this  is  an  indictable  offence,  it  appears  to 

me  the  same  question  arises  upon  all  the  counts  of  the 

indictment,  and  I  cannot  see  that,  upon  any  of  them, 

the  defendant  is  brought  within  the  limits  of  the  criminal 

law.     An  order  was  made,  against  which  it  is  not  alleged 

there  was  any  appeal,  though,  in  point  of  fact,  there 

was  an  appeal,  and  the  order  was  confirmed,  subject  to 

a  case,  and,  before  any  certiorari  issued,  the  paupers 

« 

were  removed.  It  is  not  stated  that  any  force,  fraud, 
or  menace  was  resorted  to,  in  order  to  effect  the  removal. 
In  the  absence  of  any  allegation  of  that  sort,  I  do  not 
see  that  any  person,  doing  what  is  here  alleged  the  de- 
fendant did,  has  brought  himself  within  the  criminal 
law. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — The  defendant  is  not  charged  with 
an  assault,  or  improper  treatment  of  the  paupers.  It  is 
said,  that,  after  the  judgment  of  the  quarter  sessions, 
confirming  the  order,  subject  to  a  case,  the  appeal 
was  still  pending;  and  that  a  removal  of  the  paupers, 
before  the  final  determination  of  the  special  case, 
amounted  to  a  contempt  of  court,  and,  therefore, 
punishable  by  indictment  Cases  were  cited  to  shew 
that  an  appeal  had  the  effect  of  suspending  all  proceed- 
ings till  the  appeal  was  decided ;  but  no  authority  has 
been  produced  for  saying  that  a  person,  acting  in  pur- 
suance of  a  judgment  of  the  quarter  sessions,  given  in 

dd2 
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1848.        his  favour,  during  the  <x)ntinuaiioe  of  an  appeal,  lias 
The  QuuN     committed  an  indictable  offence. 


V. 
COOFKK. 


Eble,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion*  A  penon 
ought  not  to  be  indicted  unless  he  has  violated  some 
known  rule  of  law.  Here  the  charge  is,  that  the  de- 
fendant  remoTed  paupen  before  the  final  deteiminatioa 
of  an  appeal  It  does  appear  to  me  that  no  definite  rale 
of  law  has  been  infringed  by  such  conduct^  and  that  this 
indictment  cannot  be  sustained. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


END  OF  MICHABLMAS  VACATION. 


i 
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Court  of  ^nttn'fi  Bend). 


HILAEY  TERM,  1849. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Tagolnestone.         Jan.  17. 

v/N  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  of  the  city  a  man  who 
and  county  of  Norwich,  bearing  date  the  1st  of  Decern-  5lIriahif.^ore 
ber,  1846,  for  the  removal  of  John  Gill  and  his  wife  ^^  *^*  7^ 

withoat  reoeiT- 

from  the  parish  of  St  Martin-at-Oak,  in  the  city  of  ing  relief  pre- 
Norwich^  to  the  parish  of  Tacolnestone,  in  the  county  i84i,  being' 
of  Norfolk,  the  sessions  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  JJJJit  j^^iat 
the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  on  the  fol-  month  to  pa- 

,  rish  B.y  in 

lowing  case  : —  which  his  get- 

The  pauper,  John  Gill,  whose  settlement  was  in  the  pr<J^^  ^^ 

appellant  parish,  had  resided  in  the  respondent  parish  l^^^^^, 

more  than  five  years  next  before  a  certain  day  in  the  ed  by  the  oTer- 

month  of  January,  1841,  when  he  was  still  residing  six  or  seven 

there,  with  his  wife  and  family,  in  two  rooms,  hired  by  J„^^  ^^ 

the  quarter,  being  part  of  a  dwelling-house  in  the  re-  ^^  ^^?J  *" 

spondent  parish.     He  was  a  weaver ;  and  being,  on  the  there ;  he  was 

day  referred  to,  out  of  work,  he  went,  on  that  day,  to  SJe  wor^e  ' 

the  appellant  parish  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  work  Jeturned^to  his 

or  relief^  and  was  then  employed  by  Mr.  Howes,  the  wife  and  family, 

overseer  of  that  parish,  and  continued  so  employed  by  left  in  lodgings 

him  for  a  period  of  six  or  seven  weeks,  during  which  J|?i^ therefor 

time  he  lodged  in  the  poor-house  there,  being  paid  wages  ^^^  ^^» 

by  Mr.  Howes.     At  the  end  of  the  six  or  seven  weeks,  tained  relief, 

first  from  the 
appellant  and 
afterwards  from  the  respondent  parish,  and  continued  to  do  so  nntil  the  date  of  the  order, 
Ist  March,  1846. 
Hetd,  that  he  was  irremoyable  from  A.  ander  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66. 
HM,  also,  the  sessions  onght  to  determine  the  question  of  animos  re?ertendi  as  a  qnes- 
tkm  of  fitct. 
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1849.        during  which  he  was  so  employed  by  Mr.  Howes,  he 

The  Queen     returned  to  the  respondent  parish  to  his  wife  and  family, 

InhabTtonts  of  w^^>  whilst  he  was  so  absent,  resided  in  the  same  two 

Tacolnb-     rooms,  and  were  maintained  there  by  him,  and  he  re- 

STONE.  ...  ,         .  . 

sided  with  his  family  in  the  respondent  parish  from  the 
time  of  such  return  imtil  and  up  to  the  time  of  the  ap- 
plication for  the  warrant  of  removal  For  the  four 
years  next  before  the  passing  of  the  9  &  10  Vict  c  66, 
the  pauper  was  in  the  receipt  of  relief  from  the  appel- 
lant parish ;  and,  on  the  passing  of  the  said  statute,  sudi 
relief  was  discontinued,  and  he  became  chai^eable  to 
the  respondent  parish,  to  which  parish  he  continued  to 
be  and  was  chargeable  up  to  and  at  the  date  of  the  said 
warrant  of  removal.  Previously  to  those  four  years  he 
had  not  been  a  prisoner  in  a  prison,  nor  had  he  served 
her  Majesty  as  a  soldier,  marine,  or  sailor,  nor  resided 
as  an  in-pensioner  in  Greenwich  or  Chelsea  Hospitals, 
nor  had  he  been  confined  in  a  lunatic  asylum,  or  house 
duly  licensed  for  the  reception  of  lunatics,  or  as  a  patient 
in  a  hospital,  nor  had  he  received  relief  from  any  parish^ 
neither  had  he  been  wholly  or  in  part  maintained  by 
any  rate  or  subscription  raised  in  a  parish  in  which  he 
did  not  reside,  not  being  a  bon4  fide  charitable  gift. 

The  settlement  of  the  pauper  in  the  appellant  parish 
was  not  questioned;  but  it  was  contended,  that,  throujgh 
his  residence  in  the  respondent  parish,  he  was  irremov- 
able under  the  statute  referred  to  at  the  date  of  the  said 
warrant.  If  the  Court  should  be  of  that  opinion,  the 
order  is  to  be  quashed;  but  if  not,  it  is  to  be  con- 
firmed. 

PcLshley  and  Buhoer  now  shewed  cause. — ^In  Regina  v. 
Halifax{a)  and  Regina  v.  Seendib)^  it  was  held,  that  re- 
moval from  a  parish,  for  ever  so  short  a  period,  under  an 


(a)  Ante,  p.  268.  {h)  Ante,  p.  276. 
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order,  constituted  a  breach  in  the  five  years'  residence 
under  the  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66.  In  the  first  of  these  cases, 
it  was  contended,  that  there  was  the  animus  reyertendi 
on  the  part  of  the  pauper;  but  the  Court  said,  in^  order 
to  support  such  argument,  there  must  not  only  be  the  in- 
tention of  returning,  but  the  power  to  carry  out  that  in- 
tention. Here,  the  absence  was  not  under  an  order, 
but  Gill  applied  for  relief  to  the  appellant  parish,  (to 
which,  it  is  admitted,  he  belongs),  was  received  by  that 
parish  into  their  workhouse^  and  was  supported  there  for 
more  than  forty  days.  All  these  facts  are  inconsistent 
with  the  power  of  the  pauper  to  return  to  the  respondent 
parish.  The  statute  contemplated  a  personal  residence, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  13  &  14  Car.  2,  c  12.  A 
pauper  is  not  entitled  to  two  places  of  residence,  from 
each  of  which  he  has  a  right  to  demand  relief.  The  re* 
moval  of  the  wife  and  family  must  depend*  on  the  ques- 
tion, whether  the  head  of  the  family  is  irremovable  or 
not  from  the  respondent  parish :  Regina  v.  Pott  Shrig^ 
ley  {a)  and  Regina  v.  Salford  {b). 


355 

1849. 
The  QuEBN 

V. 

Inhabitants  of 
Tacolnb- 

8T0NB. 


B.  Andrews  (with  whom  was  Palmer)^  contr^ — The 
case  cited  of  Regina  v.  Halifax  (c)  is  distinguishable ; 
because  the  removal  there  being  under  an  order,  if  the 
pauper  had  returned  apd  become  chargeable,  he  would 
have  been  guilty  of  vagrancy.  Gill  was  employed  by 
the  overseers  of  the  appellant  parish  in  the  workhouse, 
and  was  paid  wages  by  them.  This  is  the  case  of  a  per- 
son residing  in  one  parish  with  his  family  and  going 
into  an  adjoining  parish  for  a  short  time  for  the  sake  of 
obtaining  work.  Such  an  absence  is  not  a  break  in  the 
continuity  of  residence.  It  is  clear  there  was  the  animus 
revertendi.     [Stopped  by  the  Court] 

(a)  Ante,  p.  317.        (b)  Ante,  p.  286.        (o)  Ante,  p.  268. 
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1849.  Lord  Denman,  C.J. — If  there  was  the  animus  rever- 

The  QuBBN     tendi  on  the  part  of  the  pauper^  that  &ct  should  have 

Inhabiunts  of  ^^^^  fouAd  by  the  recorder.   I  think  it  is  plain  enough 

Tacolnb.     from  these  tBucta,  that  there  was  such  intention;  and  that 

the  rule  for  quashing  the  order  of  sessions  must  be  made 

absolute. 


Patteson,  J. — ^I  think  there  was  clearly  an  intention 
on  the  part  of  this  person  to  return  to  his  fiunily  in  the 
respondent  parish. 

CoLERinoB,  J.9  concurred. 

Erle,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  the 
fair  inference  from  this  evidence  is,  that  the  animus  re- 
Tertendi  existed,  and  that  the  temporary  absence  of  the 
pauper  did  not  break  the  continuity  of  residence. 

Order  of  Sesdons  quashed. 
0 


Where  a  poor 
child  was  bodnd 
apprentice  by 
the  joftioes  of 
a  borough  to  a 


Jan.  20.  ^e  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Totness. 

LIN  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  for  the 

county  of  Devon,  dated  13th  August,  1844,  for  the 

removal  of  Mary  Blight  and  her  female  ill^timate 

person  residing  child  from  the  parish  of  Milton  Abbott  to  the  parish  of 

ID  a  connty— * 

H%id,  that  the  Totuess,  both  in  the  county  of  Devon,  the  sessions  con- 
the  jorti^  of  finned  the  order,  subject  to  a  case.  The  respondents 
^  56°o  ^  ^\  relied  on,  and  proved  the  birth-settlement  of  the  pauper, 
c.  139,  is  a  jn-  /  Mary  Blight,  in  the  parish  of  Totness.    The  appellants, 

dieial  act,  and 

that  it  most 

appear  upon  the  fiu»  of  the  allowance  that  the  jnstioes  were  acting  **  In"  as  well  as  '*  for" 

the  coonty. 

The  order  for  binding  was  directed  to  fonr  OTcrseers  (naming  them)  of  the  parish  from 
which  the  diild  was  to  be  apprenticed: — HM^  that  the  indentore  was  properly  ezeeated 
by  two  of  such  OTcrseers  and  one  churchwarden. 
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1>7  their  ground  of  appeal,  alleged  the  subseqaent  set-  1849. 

tlement  of  the  said  pauper,  Mary  Blight,  to  be  in  the  The  Quux 

parish  of  Milton  Abbott,  by  binding  service  and  resi-  inhiOiiteiits  of 

dence  as  a  pauper  apprentice.     The  appellants  gave  in  Totnbss. 
evidence  the  following  order  of  justices : — 

''  Borough  and  parish  of  Totness,  in  the  county  of 
Devon. — To  Edward  Heath,  William  Leach,  Richard 
Adams,  and  "William  Worth,  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the 
said  parish  of  Totness. — ^Whereas  you  the  said  overseers 
having  proposed  unto  us,  John  Toms,  Esq.,  and  Sir  Wil- 
liam Elford,  Bart,  two  of  his  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace* 
acting  in  and  for  the  said  borough  and  parish,  under  and 
by  virtue  of  an  act  of  parliament,  passed  in  the  56th  year 
of  Geoi^  the  Third,  intituled,  *  An  act  to  regulate  the 
binding  of  parish  apprentices,'  to  bind  Mary  Blight,  a 
poor  child,  aged  eleven  years,  belongipg  to  your  said 
parish,  apprentice  to  Nicholas  Easterbrooke,  of  the  pa- 
rish of  Holne,  in  the  county  of  Devon,  yeoman ;  and 
whereas  we  the  said  justices  having  this  day  inquired 
into  the  propriety  of  binding  the  said  child  apprentice, 
and  having  particularly  examined  and  considered  the 
several  directions  contained  in  the  siud  recited  act,  and 
also  the  circumstances  and  character  of  the  said  Nicholas 
Easterbrooke,  doth  hereby  declare  that  the  said  Nicholas 
Easterbrooke  is  a  fit  person  to  take  the  said  Mary  Blight 
apprentice  as  aforesaid,  and  do  order  that  you,  the  said 
overseers,  shall  be  at  liberty  to  bind  such  child  appren* 
tice  accordingly. — Given  under  our  hands  this  28th  of 

October,  1833. 

*•  John  Toms,  Mayor. 

"  William  Elfobd,  Kecorder." 

The  appellants  also  gave  in  evidence  the  indenture, 
which  is  hereby  made  part  of  this  case,  of  which  the 
parts  material  to  this  case  were  as  follows : — 

'*  Borough  and  parish  of  Totness,  in  the  county  of 
Devoiu — ^This  indenture,  made  the  28  th  day  of  October, 
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in  the  fourth  year  of  the  reign  of  William  the  Fourth, 
&G.,  witnesseth,  that,  in  pursuance  and  execution  of 
iDhabrtaatt  of  *^  Order  under  the  hands  of  John  Toms,  Esq.,  and 
'TmiEaB.  Sir  William  Elford,  BatL,  two  of  his  Majesty's  justices 
of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  borough  and  parish, 
bearing  date  the  28th  October  instant,  testified  by 
their  allowance  hereof,  Charles  Taylor,  Esq.,  church* 
warden  of  the  sud  parish,  and  Richard  Adams  and  Ed* 
ward  Heath,  overseers  of  the  said  parish,  have  put  and 
placed  &C.,  (the  indenture  then  proceeded  to  bind,  && 
Mary  Blight  to  Nicholas  Easterbrooke,  in  the  usual 
manner,  and  with  the  usual  covenants,  and  purported 
to  be  executed  by  Charles  Taylor,  Bichard  Adams,  and 
Edward  Heath)." 

In  the  margin  of  that  indenture  were  the  following 
allowances  of  justices : — ^^  We  whose  names  are  here- 
under written,  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  said  borough 
and  parish  aforesaid  (whereof  one  is  of  the  quorum)  do 
consent  and  allow  the  putting  forth  Mary  Blight,  a  poor 
child  of  the  said  parish,  an  apprentice,  according  to 
the  intent  and  meaning  of  this  indenture. 

"  John  Toms,  Mayor. 

"  William  Elfobd,  B«corder. 

"  Devon,  to  wit : — We,  two  of  his  Majesty's  justices 
of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Devon,  do  hereby  give 
our  consent  and  allowance  to  the  execution  of  this  inden- 
ture, and  binding  accordingly. — As  witness  our  hands, 
this  2nd  day  of  November,  1833. 

"  Geo.  p.  Adams. 

**  R  H.  Fhoullb.'* 

The  execution  of  these  several  instruments,  the  ser- 
vice of  Mary  Blight  under  this  indenture,  and  her  resi- 
dence in  Milton  Abbott  under  the  same,  were  duly 
proved ;  and  it  was  proved  that  Charles  Taylor,  William 
Adams,  and  Edward  Heath,  were,  at  the  date  of  the 
indenture,  a  maj(»aty  of  the  churchwardens  and  over- 
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seers  of  Totness.  The  appellantd  also  proved  that  a 
notice  of  the  intended  binding,  pursuant  to  56  Geo.  3, 
c  139,  s.  2,  in  writing,  directed  to  the  overseers  of  Hokie, 
the  parish  into  which  the  pauper  was  bounds  was  served 
upon  one  of  the  overseers  of  that  parish.  Totness  is  a 
borough  within  the  meaning  of  3  &  4  WilL  4,  c.  63,  s.  3. 

It  was  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  reepondents — 
FirUy  That  the  order  for  binding,  and  the  indenture  in 
diis  case,  did  not  comply  with  the  3  &  4  WilL  4,  c.  63, 
a.  3  (a).  Second^  That  the  jurisdiction  of  the  county 
justices  who  allowed  the  indenture  did  not  sufficiently 
appear  on  the  face  of  the  allowance,  the  allowance  not 
purporting  to  have  been  made  within  the  county  of 
Devpn.  TMrd^  That  the  indenture  was  not  executed 
by  the  same  four  parish  officers,  or  a  majority  of  them,  to 
whom  the  order  for  binding  was  directed ;  and  that  the 
order  for  binding  was  directed  to  the  four  overseers  of 
the  p^sh  of  Totness  therein  nioned,  two  of  whom  only, 
together  with  Charles  Taylor,  churchwarden  of  the  said 
parish  (not  named  in  the  said  order),  are  specified  in  the 
body  of  the  indenture  as  the  parties  who  bind  out  the 
pauper;  and  that  such  binding  was  consequently  bad. 

Upon  the  above  objections,  the  court  of  quarter 
sessions  decided  in  favour  of  the  respondents.  If  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  shall  decide  in  flavour  <^  the 
respondents  on  any  of  them,  the  order  of  sessions  to  be 


(a)  Section  3  enacts,  ''that 
whereas  it  is  expedient  that 
justices  of  tho  peace  in  every 
city,  borough,  or  town  corpo- 
rate should  have  concurrent 
jurisdiction  with  county  ma- 
gistrates in  apprenticing  any 
child  or  diildren  within  the 
limits  of  such  city,  borough,  or 
*  town  corporate;  be  it  therefore 
enacted,  that  from  and  after 
the  passing  of  this  act,  eveiy 


indenture  for  the  binding  of 
parish  apprentices  within  any 
city,  borough,  or  town  cor- 
porate, shall  be  allowed  by  two 
justices  of  the  peace,  one  of 
such  justices  acting  for  and  on 
behalf  of  the  county,  and  the 
other  of  such  justices  acting  for 
and  on  behalf  of  the  city,  bo* 
rough,  or  town  corporate  within 
the  limits  of  which  such  child 
shall  be  bound." 


1840. 
The  QuBBH 

V. 

Inhabitants  of 

TOTNBSS* 
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1849.  ^      confirmed ;  if  in  favour  of  the  appellants  on  all  of  them^ 
Hm  Qubbn    the  order  of  sessions  to  be  quashed. 

9. 

InhalMtanU  oC 

ToTMMs.  j^  Greenwood  and  Sowe  in  support  of  the  order  of 

sessions. — The  pauper  was  bound  apprentice  from  a 
parish  in  the  borough  of  Totness  to  a  parish  in  the 
county  of  Devon,  and  the  order  for  binding  and  the 
indenture  do  not  comply  with  the  statute  3  ft  4  Will.  4, 
e.  63,  which,  under  such  a  state  of  facts,  requires  the 
allowance  of  the  indenture  to  be  executed  by  one  jus* 
tice  of  the  borough  and  one  of  the  county.  But  whe- 
ther the  allowance  of  the  indenture  be  under  the  56  Grea 
3,  c  139,  or  under  the  3  &  4  Will  4,  c.  63,  in  either 
ease  it  is  defective,  because  the  allowance,  being  a  judi* 
oial  act,  does  not  purport  on  the  face  of  it  to  be  made 
by  justices  in  the  county  of  Devon.  It  only  purports 
to  be  made  by  justices  of  the  county  of  Devon.  The 
66  Geo.  3,  c.  139,  requires,  that  when  a  child  is  to  be 
bound  an  apprentice  from  a  parish  where  one  body  of 
justices  have  jurisdiction  to  a  parish  where  a  different 
body  of  justices  have  jurisdiction,  two  of  the  latter  jus- 
tices must  sign  the  allowance.  By  the  3  ft  4  Will.  4, 
c.  63,  one  county  justice  at  the  least  must  sign  the  al* 
lowance.  In  either  case  a  discretion  must  be  exercised, 
and  the  allowance  is  in  the  nature  of  a  judicial  act,  and 
must,  therefore,  shew  jurisdiction  on  the  face  of  it.  In 
BexY.  Hamstall  Sidv>are{a),  the  allowance  of  an  inden* 
ture  was  distinctly  held  to  be  a  judicial  act.  And  the 
principle  is  now  well  established,  that,  wherever  a  par- 
ticular  power  is  given  to  any  particular  persons  to  do 
any  written  act  in  any  particular  manner  or  under  cer- 
tain particular  circumstances,  their  authority  must  ap- 
pear on  the  instrument  itself:  Rexy^Austreyib).  In 
Regina  v.  Stainforth  (c),  the  cases  on  this  subject  were 

(a)  3  T.  R.  380.        (b)  6  M.  &  S.  319.       (c)  Ante,  p.  63. 
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discussed  and  the  same  principle  fullj  recognised ;  but,        1848. 
in  that  case,  the  order  for  binding  and  the  allowance     tim  Qubbv 
were  signed  by  the  same  justices.  InhabLiu  of 

The  order  for  binding  is  directed  to  four  persons,  Tonrsss. 
overseers  of  the  parish  of  Totness,  and  the  indenture  is 
only  executed  by  two  of  the  persons  so  named  and  one 
churdiwarden,  whereas  it  ought  to  have  been  executed 
by  a  majority  of  such  overseers.  [^Wiffhiman,  J. — The 
statute  only  directs  such  order  to  be  delivered  to  the 
overseers  as  the  warrant  for  binding  such  child  an  ap- 
prentice.] 

Momobray  and  Karslake,  contriL — [Patteson,  J. — ^We 
need  not  trouble  you  on  the  last  point.  Can  you  say 
that  the  fdlowance  by  the  justices  of  Devon  is  not  a  ju- 
dical actfj  Assuming,  then,  that  the  3  &  4  Will.  4, 
c.  63,  does  not  apply  to  the  present  case,  the  allowance 
being  made  by  justices  of  the  county  of  Devon,  it  need  , 

not  appear  on  the  &oe  of  the  instrument  that  they 
were  acting  within  their  jurisdiction  at  the  time  they 
signed  such  allowance.  In  Bex  v.  HamstaU  Ridu>are{a)f 
that  has  been  cited,  the  objection  was^  whether,  in  point 
of  hct,  the  act  was  done  within  the  proper  jurisdiction, 
and  not  whether  jurisdiction  appeared  on  the  face  of  tiie 
instrument?  The  Court  would  presume  in  favour  of 
justices  having  acted  within  their  jurisdiction.  In  Re^ 
gina  v.  Ashhurton  (&),  justices  acting  in  and  for  the 
county  of  Devon  signed  the  order  for  binding ;  the  al- 
lowance at  the  foot  of  the  indenture  was  signed  by  the 
same  persons,  calling  tiiemselves  justices  of  tiie  peace ; 
and  the  Court  held,  that,  by  a  fair  and  reasonable  in- 
tendment, it  sufficiently  appeared  tiiat  the  justices  who 
signed  the  allowance  were  tiie  same  justices  of  the 

(a)  3  T.  R.  380.  {h)  2  New  Sm.  Caa.  316;  8  Q.  B.  R.  871. 
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county  who  made  the  order.     In  Bex  y.  Austriy(a)f  the 
Court  intimated  an  opinion  **  that  the  allowance  of  a 

InhabUuits  of  ^^^^^^^  ^7  ^^  justices  was  not»  like  the  remoyal  of  a 
TonfBss.  pauper,  strictlj  an  act  of  jurisdiction,  although  the  jus- 
tices had  a  discretionary  power  to  refuse  or  allow  a  cer- 
tificate." [PatUiim^  J. — In  Bex  v.  MUb  (&),  an  applica- 
tion was  made  for  a  mandamus  to  justices  to  allow  an 
indenture  under  the  same  statute ;  but  the  Court  hdd, 
that  the  justices  had  a  general  discretion  to  consider  the 
propriety  of  the  binding  under  all  the  drcumstances  of 
the  case,  and,  having  exercised  it,  that  they  would  not 
interfere.]  In  Begina  y.  Stainfarth  (c),  it  was  held  not 
to  be  a  judicial  act*  IfF^htman,  J.-^In  that  case,  the 
same  justices  signed  the  order  for.  binding  as  well  as  the 
allowance.]  There  is  n6thing  in  the  provisions  of  the 
56  Geo.  3,  c  139,  which  would  shew  that  there  is  any 
degree  of  discretion  to  be  exercised  by  the  justices  in 
the  allowance  of  an  indenture  which  must  not  be  equally 
exerdsed  in  making  the  order  for  binding. 

Pattbson,  J.  {d). — ^I  think  this  case  is  distinguishable 
from  Begina  v.  Stainforth.  In  that  case,  when  the 
justices  had  inquired  into  the  circumstances,  and  made 
the  order  for  binding,  the  substance  of  their  jurisdiction 
was  at  an  end,  and  they  had  afterwards  only  to  com- 
plete in  form  that  which  they  had  before  decided  in 
substance.  In  this  case  there  are  two  separate  acts  to 
be  done.  The  order  was  made  by  two  justices  of  the 
borough  of  Totness  for  binding  the  pauper  from  a 
parish  within 'the  borough  to  a  parish  in  the  county  of 
Devon.  The  statute  56  Geo.  3,  c  139,  expressly  says, 
that  the  allowance  of  the  indenture  in  such  case  is  to 

• 
(a)  6  M.  &  S.  821.  {d)  Lord  2>0fimirn,  C.  J.,  and 

(h)  2  B.  &  Ad.  678.  €hler%dg€y  J.,  were  in  the  Court 

(c)  Ante,  p.  68.  of  Criminal  Appeal. 
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be  by  justices  of  the  county^  and  notiee  is  directed  to  be        1840. 

^yen  "  to  the  overseers  of  the  parish  in  which  such     xhe  quuk 

child  shall  be  intended  to  serve  an  apprenticeship^  before   i  k  u-^I  *.  ^f 

any  justice  of  the  county  in  which  such  parish  shall  be      TorNssa. 

shall  allow  such  indenture^  and  such  notice  shall  be 

proved  before  such  justice  shall  sign  such  indenture, 

unless  one  of  such  overseers  shall  attend  such  justice, 

and  admit  such  notice."     For  what  purpose  is  this  notice 

required  to  be  given  before  the  county  justices  allow 

the  indenture,  but  that  the  overseers  of  such  parish 

may  have  an  opportunity  afforded  them  of  stating  their 

objections  to  the  binding.    In«  substance,  therefore,  the 

justices  of  the  county  make  the  order,  and  in  Bex  v. 

Miffs  (a),  the  Court  held,  that  an  allowance  by  justices 

under  similar  circumstanoes  was  a  judicial  act     It  does 

not  appear  to  be  denied  that  the  allowance  must  be 

made  in  the  county  of  Devon,  but  it  is  said  it  need  not 

appear  on  the  face  of  the  instoument  that  the  justices 

were  in  the  county  when  they  made  such  allowance. 

There  appears  to  me  no  distinction  between  this  and 

cases  where  it  has  been  held  that  it  must  appear  that 

a  particular  act  was  done  by  justices  acting  ^^  in  and 

for^'  that  jurisdiction.     There  is  no  extrinsic  evidence 

to  supply  this  defect,  if  such  could  be  admitted,  which 

I  deny.     In  Regvna  v.  Stainfarth^  the  allowance  being 

signed  by  the  same  justices  who  made  the  order,  was 

a  ministerial  act,  and  it  was  assimilated  to  the  cases 

there  cited,  in  which  justices  were  required  to  do  some 

particular  act,  but  which  was  not  required  to  be  done 

within  their  jurisdiction.     Here  I  think  the  allowance 

by  the  justices  of  Devon  was  equivalent  to  the  making 

an  original  order,  and  the  sessions  therefore  came  to  a 

right  conclusion. 

(a)  2  B.  &  Ad.  578. 


364  NEW  SESSIONS  CASES. 

1849.  WiGHTMAK,  J, — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    Where 

The  QxjKMSf  ft  power,  limited  to  a  particular  locality,  is  given  to  juB" 
Inhabitants  of  ^^^^^  itmuflt  appear  that  such  power  was  exercised  in 
ToTMBss.  that  particular  locality.  But  it  is  said  that  the  act  of 
allo?rance  by  the  county  justices  is  not  more  a  judicial 
act  than  the  making  the  order  by  the  borough  justices; 
but  the  case  of  Bex  v.  MiUs  is  an  express  authority  for 
holding  this  to  be  a  judidal  act  If  the  borough  jus- 
tices could  have  made  the  allowance  as  well  as  the  order 
for  binding,  the  act  of  allowance  would  have  been 
merely  ministerial,  in  carrying  out  what  they  had  pre- 
yiously  directed  to  be  done.  But  the  county  justices 
can  only  act  after  notice  has  been  given  and  an  oppor- 
tunity aCforded  of  objecting  to  the  execution  of  the.  in- 
denture, and  then  the  allowance  must  be  ngned  in  the 
county  where  the  justices  have  jurisdiction.  This  allow- 
ance, therefore,  is  a  judicial  act,  and  on  that  ground 
distinguishable  from  Begina  v.  Skanforthi  and,  being 
such  judicial  act,  the  general  rule  of  law  is  applicable, 
that  it  must  appear  that  the  authority  given  to  the 
county  justices  was  exercised  within  their  jurisdiction. 

Orders  confirmed 


i 


HILARY  TERM,  12  VICT.  366 

1849. 

The  Queen  r.  The  Justices  of  Peterborough.  •Ton.  27. 

X  ASHLEY,  in  Michaehnas  Term  last,  had  obtained  Where  the 
a  rule  calling  upon  the  defendants  to  shew  cause  why  ter  tfessioiM 
a  writ  of  mandamus  should  not  issue,  commanding  them  apMiHgi^tt 
to  enter  continuances  and  hear  an  appeal  of  the  church-  •"»  o*^*'  ^^ '•- 

^  ^  ^  moval,  on  Uie 

wardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Gret-  grouod  that, the 
ton,  in  the  county  of  Northampton,  against  an  order  for  oot  prodaoed 
the  removal  of  certain  paupers  from  the  parish  of  Peter-  ^^^^jf  ^. 
boroush,  in  the  said  county^  to  the  parish  of  Gretton.      moval,  nor 

.  .  .   •  given  notice  to 

It  appeared,  from  the  affidavits  used  in  obtaining  the  prodoceit,  as 
rule^  that  the  order  of  removal  in  question  was  dated  »^ee  of  the^ 
the   25th  March,  1848;    that   the  notice  of  charge-  •fwiont;  and 

®       the  appellants 

ability,  a  copy  of  the  examinations,  and  a  copy  of  the  appealed  again 
order  of  removal  were  sent  by  post  to  the  overseers  of  removal  of  the 
Gretton,  in  the  latter  part  of  that  month ;  that  notice  j^JJ^;  J^^ 
and  grounds  of  appeal  were  given  on  the  13th  April;  to  hear  it-.— 
that  the  appeal  came  on  to  be  heard  at  the  sessions  held  sessions  were 
on  the  29th  June,  and  that  the  appeUants  lodged  the  musing  tbe'fint 
document  which  had  been  sent  to  them  as  the  order  of  »pp«^»  "^ 

that  no  new 

removal;  that  it  did  not  purport  to  be  a  copy,  and  that  right  of  anpeal 

it  was  described  as  a  duplicate  in  the  notice  of  charge-  the  actual  re- 

ability ;  that  the  attorney  for  the  respondents  was  the  ™^^ 

derk  of  the  removing  justices;  that  the  respondents 

called  upon  the  appellants  to  produce  the  original  order 

of  removal,  and,  as  they  had  not  got  it  nor  given  notice 

to  produce  it,  the  sessions  dismissed  the  appeal,  although 

they  were  asked  to  respite  it ;  that,  on  the  next  day, 

the  paupers  were  removed  to  the  parish  of  Gretton,  and 

that  the  overseers  of  that  parish,  on  the  2nd  September, 

gave  notice  of  appeal  and  statement  of  grounds ;  and 

that,  at  the  Michaelmas  sessions,  the  court  refused  to 

hear  the  appeal. 

It  appeared,  from  the  affidavits  in  answer,  that  the 

VOL.  m.  E  E  N.  8.  C. 
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Jostioes  of 
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order  of  removal  sent  to  the  appellantB  and  the  signatare 
of  the  justices  were  in  the  handvniting  of  the  respond- 
ents' attorney,  and  the  places  of  the  seals  indicated  as 
follows  (l.  s.),  in  the  usual  manner  of  a  copy,  and  that 
the  appellants  had  not  asked  to  be  permitted  to  respite 
the  appeal  until  after  it  had  been  dismissed;  that  the 
practice  of  that  court  of  quarter  sessions  was,  that  the 
appellants  must  produce  the  original  order  of  removal 
or  give  notice  to, produce  it;  that  the  copy  order  of  re- 
moval was  treated  by  all  parties  as  a  copy  only,  and  that 
it  had  only  been  discovered  some  time  after  the  June 
sessions  that  it  had  been  called  a  duplicate  in  the  notice 
of  chargeability  • 


BtUt  and  WorUedge  shewed  cause  (a). — The  sessions 
were  right  in  dismissing  the  appeal  at  the  June  sessions, 
upon  the  objection  that  the  original  order  was  not  pro- 
duced nor  notice  to  produce  it  given.  That  is  proved 
to  be  the  practice  of  those  sessions ;  and  the  only  ques- 
tion is,  if  it  is  so  unreasonable  as  to  be  illegal:  Begma 
V.  The  Justices  of  Montgomeryshire  (b).  But  this  very 
practice  has  been  decided  to  be  reasonable :  Begina  v. 
The  Justices  of  Sussex  (c).  The  document  was  treated 
as  a  copy  by  both  parties  at  the  June  sessions^  and  it 
was  not  then  discovered  that  it  had  been  called  a  dupli- 
cate in  the  notice  of  chargeability,  and  the  court  was 
not  asked  to  respite  the  appeal  until  after  the  dedsion 
had^  been  come  ta  The  appeal,  then,  having  been 
rightly  dismissed  at  the  June  sessions,  the  court  was 
right  in  refusing  to  hear  an  appeal  against  the  actual 
removal  at  the  Michaelmas  sessions..  No  doubt  an  i^ 
pellant  parish  had  the  option  of  appealing  to  the  next 
practicable  sessions,  either  after  the  service  of  the  order 
of  removal  or  after  the  actual  removal:  Ex  parte  the 


(a)  Before  Erhy  J.,  in  the  Bail  Court. 
(b)  2  New  Sess.  Cas.  78.  (c)  9  Dowl.  P.  C.  125. 
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• 

Overteers  of  Leeds  {a) :  but  they  oanaot  have  two  ap-        1848. 
peak.     In  Beffina  v.  The  Justices  of  Middlesex  (6),  Pat^     x^Qubjiv 
tesony  J.,  Bays : — "  I  have  no  doubt  that,  if  the  appeUante      j^^    ^ 
had  lodged  and  prosecuted  an  appeal  in  pursuance  of  their     Pitb&bo- 
notice,  and  had  fiiiledj  whether  on  a  point  of  form  or  on 
the  merits,  and  the  pauper  had  afterwards  been  re- 
moved, the  appellant  parish  could  not  have  appealed 
again."    Here  the  first  appeal  was  prosecuted  and  dis- 


BOUOH. 


Pashleyy  contnL — It  appears  that  the  attorney  for  the 
respondents  was  the  clerk  to  the  justices  at  the  petty 
sessions,  and  he  would  have  possession  of  the  ori^nal 
order,  as  such  clerk.  The  quarter  sessions,  then,  had 
jurisdiction  to  make  him  produce  it.  In  Rex  v.  The 
Justices  of  Yorkshire  (c),  an  act  of  Parliament  defined  the 
conditions  upon  which  an  appeal  might  be  had,  and  the 
appellant  knew  that  he  had  not  complied  with  these 
conditions.  The  sessions  there  had  no  jurisdiction,  but 
here  they  had.  This  is  a  preliminary  point  [Erie,  J. 
— ^You  are  asking  me  to  review  the  decision  in  Regina 
V.  The  Justices  of  Sussex  {d)»  This  particular  point  of 
practice  having  been  decided  not  to  be  within  that  class 
which  can  be  considered  unreasonable,  it  must  be  taken 
as  a  decided  point.]  This  appeal  was  not  prosecuted. 
An  appeal  may  be  abandoned,  and  it  can  make  no  dif- 
ference that  the  determination  to  abandon  arises  at  the 
sessions.  Here,  permission  was  asked  to  respite  the 
appeal,  and  it  ought  to  have  been  granted.  {jErle,  J. — 
Kthis  appeal  has  been  decided,  I  have  no  power  to  re-^ 

lieve  the  appellant.] 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Eble,  J. — As  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  acted  in 

(a)  2  New  Sen.  Gas.  685.  (e)  3  T.  R.  776. 

(6)  9  Dowl.  P.  C.  1^.  (d)  8  Dowl.  P.  C.  126. 

E  B  2 


368 '  NEW  SESSIONS  CASES, 

J  849.        accordance  with  their  practice,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 

The  QuBsir     ^™*  appeal  was  disposed  of:  Regina  v.  The  Justice$  of 

,    y-     ^      Sussex;   and  as  the  court  has  entered  on  the  hear- 

Joftioes  of       ^ 

Pbtsrbo-  ing,  and  was  entitled  to  dispose  of  it,  I  am  of  opmion 
that  no  new  right  of  appeal  accrued  to  the  appellants 
after  the  removal  took  place. 

Rule  discharged. 


Jan.  ao.  The  Queen  v.  Stephen  Russell. 

An  information  IN  Michaelmas  Term  last,  the  Attomey-General  (Sir  /. 

under  the  .  ,  _  — ^ 

Smuggling  Act,  Jervis)  had  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  John  Patrick, 
87*J.  82r*83;  B-  C.  Bolton,  Francis  Hales,  George  Deane,  and  P.  W. 
ha^Wd  hJ"^  Freshfield,  Esqrs.,  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  borough 
onejoBtioeof  of  Harwich,  in  the  county  of  Essex,  commanding  them, 
^^'  or  any  two  of  them,  to  proceed  to  adjudicate  upon  the 

information  of  Richard  Stephens,  exhibited  before  B. 
C.  Bolton,  on  the  13th  July  last,  against  Stephen 
Russell,  for  failing  within  twenty-four  hours  after  the 
arrival  at  the  port  of  Harwich  of  a  certain  ship  called 
the  **  Howard,"  whereof  the  said  S.  Russell  was  then 
master,  to  make  due  report  of  such  ship,  and  to  make 
and  subscribe  a  declaration  of  the  truth  of  the  same  be- 
fore the  collector  or  controller  of  the  said  port,  contrary 
to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  pro- 
vided. 

An  information,  dated  13th  July,  1848,  was  exhibit- 
ed, pursuant  to  the  directions  of  her  Majesty's  Commis- 
sioners of  Customs,  by  R.  Stephens,  an  officer  of  the 
customs,  before  B.  C.  Bolton,  a  justice  of  the  peace  in 
and  for  the  borough  of  Harwich,  against  S.  Russell,  to 
recover  the  penalty  of  £100.  On  the  2Sth  July,  Russell 
appeared,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  information,  before 


HILAHY  TERM,  12  VICT.  369 

B.  C.  Bolton  and  three  other  justices  of  the  borough  of        lS4t9. 
Harwich,  when  the  attorney  on  behalf  of  Bussell  db*    The  Qukbk 
jected  to  the  validity  of  the  said  information,  inasmuch      rusmli.. 
as  it  was  exhibited  only  before  one  justice,  whereas  it 
ought  to  have  been  exhibited  before  two,  under  the  8  &  9 
Vict  c.  87.    The  justices  decided  in  favour  of  the  objec- 
tion, and  dismissed  the  case  without  hearing  the  merits. 

« 

t^ey  Serjt,  and  Lush  shewed  cause  (a). — The  infor- 
mation ought  to  have  been  laid  before  two  justices.  The 
8  &  9  Vict  c  87,  being  an  act  for  the  prevention  of 
smuggling,  by  the  82nd  section,  provides,  ^^  that  all  penal- 
ties and  forfeitures  incurred  or  imposed  by  this  or  any 
act  relating  to  the  customs,  or  to  trade  or  navigation,  shall 
be  sued  for  by  action  of  debt,&c.,  or  byinformation  before 
any  two  or  more  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace 
in  the  muted  kingdom."  The  obvious  meaning  of  that 
section  is,  that  the  information  must  be  laid  before  two 
justices.  The  83rd  section  'enacts,  ^^  that  upon  the  exhi- 
biting any  information  before  any  justice  of  the  peace,  of 
any  offence  against  this  or  any  act  relating  to  the  cus- 
toms, or  to  trade  or  navigation,  for  which  offence  the 
party  charged  is  not  liable  to  be  detained  in  manner 
hereinbefore  mentioned,  such  justice  is  hereby  required 
to  issue  a  summons  for  the  appearance  of  the  party 
against  whom  such  information  is  exhibited  before  two 
justices  of  the  peace."  Section  107  enacts,  ^^  that  aQ  in- 
formations exhibited  before  any  justice  or  justices  of  the 
peace  for  any  offence  committed  against  this  or  any  other 
act  relating  to  the  customs,  and  convictions,  warrants, 
&C.,  shall  be  drawn  up  respectively  in  the  form  or  to  the 
effect  in  the  schedule  to  this  act  annexed."  The  82nd 
section  gives  the  justices  jurisdiction;  and  the  83rd 
section,  which  has  a  more  general  application,  and  extends 

(a)  Before  LordZ>enf»aii,C.J.,  PatteuonfColeridge^siid  Wight^ 
man,  Js. 
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1840>  ^  to  acts  with  reference  to  trade  and  nayigation,  must  be 
read  in  a  manner  consistent  with  the  82nd9  and  not  so 
as  to  do  violence  to,  and  in  bet  repeal,  that  section* 
The  form  of  the  information  given  in  the  schedule  seems 
to  contemplate  the  information  being  hud  before  two 
justices. 

The  Attomey^Creneral  (Sir  J.  Jerm9\  contra. — ^The 
justices  ought  to  have  heard  this  case.  The  information 
being  hud  before  one  justice  is  sufficient  under  the  83rd 
section,  and  the  form  in  the  schedule  must  be  adapted  to 
cases  where  the  information  is  laid  before  one  or  two 
justices,  because  the  form  so  given  in  the  schedule  must 
be  construed  with  reference  to  the  107th  section,  which 
enacts,  ^'  that  all  informations  exhibited  before  anj  justice 
or  justices  of  tiie  peace,  for  any  offence  committed  against 
this  or  anj  otiier  act  relating  to  the  customs,  shall  be 
drawn  in  the  form  or  to  the  effect  in  the  schedule  to  this 
act  annexed."  The  83rd  and  84th  sections  taken  toge- 
ther, and  the  general  scope  and.intentof  the  act,  shew 
that  the  information  maybe  laid  before  one  justice,  and 
tiie  case  heard  before  two.  The  statute  3  Greo.  4,  c. 
23,  s.  2,  provides,  that  when  two  or  more  justices  are 
autiiorised  to  hear  and  determine  any  complaint,  one. 
justice  shall  be  competent  to  receive  tiie  original  inform- 
ation or  complaint ;  and  although  that  statute  is  prior  to 
tiie  one  before  the  Court,  yet  a  different  construction  of 
the  statute  of  Victoria  would  be  in  direct  contrayenti<m 
<^  that  of  Geo.  4. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — In  this  case,  which  we  heard 
argued  yesterday,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  82nd 
section  of  the  8  &  9  Yict  c  87,  does  not  necessarily 
mean  that  the  information  must  be  laid  before  two 
justices,  but  only  tiiat  it  must  be  heard  before  two. 
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The  83rd  section  manifestly  shews  that  the  information 
may  be  bid  before  one  justice,  who  is  to  summon  the 
parfy  to  appear  before  two.  Section  107)  which  directs 
the  information  to  be  in  the  form  in  the  schedule  an- 
nezed  to  the  act,  speaks  of  ^'informations  exhibited 
before  any  justice  or  justices;'*  and  schedule  No.  1  is 
in  its  terms  only  applicable  to  an  information  before 
two,  but  it  may  be  fairly  modified  in  respect  of  one  jus- 
tice, in  conformity  with  the  83rd  and  107th  sections. 


1849. 


The  QuBBN 

V. 
RUSSILL. 


Kule  absolute. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  the  Township  of 

LONGWOOD. 


1848. 
Jtine7» 

1849. 
Jan,  30. 


(JN  an  appeal  by  Faber  Brook,  derk  to  the  commis-  Under  two  local 

*  '^  "^  acts,  (Tii  &  Tiu 

Bioners  of  the  Huddersfield  water-works,  against  a  rate  Geo.iT,andTm 

for  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  the  township  of  Longwood,  lappiying  wi^' 

in  the  parish  of  Huddersfield,  in  the  West  Riding  of  the  ^^^^ 

county  of  York,  in  which  the  said  commissioners  were  the  township  of 

rated  as  the  occupiers  of  land  in  that  township,  the  ses-  missioners 

sions,  in  October,  1846,  allowed  the  appeal  and  amended  ^oinin'the 

the  rate  by  striking  out  the  assesonent  upon  the  said  ^wnship  of  L., 

,  ,  ,  one  for  oontain- 

commissioners,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  ing  the  water 
Queen's  Bench  on  the  following  case : —  of  H.,  the  other 

The  said  commissioners  are  occupiers  of  the  above-  ^J^  ^^^' 
mentioned  land,  which  was  purchased  under  and  by  virtue  ^^^  prerenting 

*  injury  to  cer- 

tain owners 
and  occupiers  of  mills  in  L.  By  the  acts  the  commissioners  were  empowered  to  make  re- 
mrwom  aad  break  up  the  soil  of  any  street,  highway,  &c.,  and  also  to  borrow  money, 
which  was  to  be  applied  in  the  first  place  to  the  expenses  of  obtaining  the  act,  and  all  the 
residue  towards  purchasing  land,  &c.,  and  making  and  copnpleting  the  works,  &c. ;  and 
they  were  required  to  supply  with  water  such  of  the  inhabitants  as  would  pay  12«.  per 
annum,  under  a  penalty,  if  they  could  do  so  without  lessening  the  supply  to  the  other  ten* 
ants,  but  not  otherwise ;  and  in  case  of  fire  the  water  might  be  used  without  compensation, 
and  a  sufficient  quantity  of  water  to  water  the  streets  might  be  taken  on  payment  of  a  small 
sum,  if  there  was  a  sufficient  supply  for  the  other  tenants : — 
Htldt  tlwt  both  the  naenroin  were  rateable  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  L. 
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of  two  acts  of  Parliament,  vii  &  viii  Geo.  iv,  and  viii  &  iz 

Vict,  which  two  acts  were  to  form  part  of  and  accom- 
pany the  case  (a),  and  the  court  of  quarter  sesBionfi  found 

(a)  vii  &  viii  Greo.  iv. — "  An  or  any  part  or  parts  thereof,  to 

Act  for  supplying  with  Water  the  person  or  persons  who  shall 

the  Town  and  Neighbourhood  of  advance  or  lend  such  money  as 

Huddeisfield,  in  the  West  Rid-  a  security  for  the  money  so  to 

ing  of  the  County  of  York."  be    borrowed,    together    with 

The  preamble   recites,  that  lawful  interest  for  the  same.'' 

^'  whereas  a  sufficient  and  con-  Sect.  68  empowers  the  per- 

stant  supply  of  good  and  whole-  sons  entitled  to  any  of  the  se- 

some  water  would  be  of  great  curities  for  the  money  borrowed 

advantage  to  the  inhabitants  of  as  aforesaid  to  transfer  them  to 

the  town  and  neighbourhood  any  person  or  persons  whatso- 

of   Huddersfield,    within    the  ever. 

township  and  parish  of  Hud-  Sect.  73  enacts,  "  That  all 

dersfield,  in  the  west  riding  of  the  money  to  be  raised  by  the 

the  county  of  York."  said  commissioners  by  virtue  of 

Sect.  21  empowers  the  com-  this  act  shall  be  laid  out  and 

missioners  to  '*  make,  complete,  applied,  in  the  first  place,  for 

and  maintain  reservoirs,  &c.,  and  towards  the  payment,  dis- 

and  to  dig  and  break  up  the  charge,  and  satisfiftction  of  all 

soil  of  any  private  lands  which  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  in 

they  are  hereby  empowered  to  applying  for,   obtaining,   and 

take,  and  also  to  dig  and  break  passing  this  act,and  all  other  ex- 

up  the  soil  and  pavements  of  penses  preparatory  and  relating 

any  of  the  roads,  highways,  thereto  ;  and  all  the  residue 


and  remainder  of  such  money 
for  and  towards  purchasing 
lands  and  grounds,  and  mak- 
ing, completing,  and  maintain- 


footways,  streets,  lanes,  alleys, 
passages,  and  public  places 
within  Longwood  and  the  town 
and  neighbourhood  aforesaid." 

Sect.  67  empowers  the  com-  ing  the  said  reservoirs,  water- 

missioners  *^  from  time  to  time,  works,  and  other  works,  and 

when  and  so  often  as  they  shall  other    the    purpose    of    this 

think  expedient,  to  bcHTOw  and  act." 

take  up  at  interest  any  sum  or  Sect.  74  enacts,  ^*  That  when 

sums  of  money,  not  exceeding  and  so  soon  as  the  whole  of 

in  the  whole  the  sum  of  £20,000,  the  principal  monies  and  in- 

upon  the  credit  of  the   said  terest  due  on  the   mortgages 


works  and  of  the  water-rents 
hereby  authorised  to  be  col- 
lected, and,  by  any  writing  un- 
der their  hands  and  seals,  to 
mortgage  or  assign  the  same 
water-works  and  water-rents^ 


granted  under  the  authority 
of  the  act  shall  have  been  pud 
off  and  discharged,  the  said 
water-rents  shall  then  be  re- 
duced, so  that  the  proceeds 
thereof  and   therefrom    shall 
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the  following  facts : — ^After  the  passing  of  the  yii  & 
viiiGeo.  iv,  and  before  the  passing  of  the  yiii  &  ix  Vict., 
two  reservoirs  (one  for  the  supply  of  water  to  the  town 


only  cover  the  current  expenses 
attending  the  execution  of  the 
powers  of  this  act." 

Sect.  81  enacts,  **  That  the 
commissioners  shall  and  they  are 
hereby  required  to  supply  with 
water  such  of  the  inhabitants 
or  occupiers  of  any  houses,  te- 
nements, or  premises  in  any 
square,  street,  yard,  court,  close, 
lane,  passage,  or  place  of  the 
.said  town  and  neighbourhood 
within  the  township  and  parish 
of  Huddersfield,  in  or  along 
which  any  main  pipes  may  be 
kid,  as  shall  be  desirous  of  hay- 
ing the  same,  and  who  shall  be 
willing  and  agree  to  pay  the 
necessary  expenses  of  provid- 
ing, laying,  and  affixing  service 
pipes  to  communicate  with  such 
main  pipes,  t4>gether  with  the 
necessary  valves  and  cocks,  and 
to  pay  the  water-rents  herein- 
after mentioned,"  [the  different 
water-rents  which  the  commis- 
sioners are  entitled  to  charge 
are  then  set  out],  ^'provided  that 
the  commissioners  shall  not  b§ 
obliged  to  furnish  such  supply 
to  any  inhabitant  or  occupier 
for  less  than  twelve  shillings  in 
any  one  year." 

Sect.  82  enacts,  ^'That  in  case 
the  commissioners  shall  neglect 
or  refuse  to  supply  any  of  the 
said  inhabitants  for  the  space 
of  twenty-one  days  after  de- 
mand in  writing  to  the  clerk  or 
engineer  of  the  said  commis- 
sioners for  the  time  being  for 
such  supply  of  water,  and  ten- 


der made  to  such  clerk  or  en- 
gineer of  the  amount  of  the 
rent  for  half  a  year  for  such 
supply,  the  said  commissioners 
shall  forfeit  and  pay  to  such 
inhabitant  or  occupier  treble 
the  amount  of  the  rent  so  ten- 
dered, in  case  the  said  commis- 
sioners, at  the  time  of  such  de- 
mand and  tender  being  made, 
can  grant  such  supply  of  water 
without  lessening  the  supply  of 
water  to  the  other  tenants  of 
the  said  commissioners,  but  not 
otherwise." 

Sect.  87  enacts,  '^  That,  in  case 
of  any  fire  happening  within 
the  said  town  and  neighbour- 
hood, it  shall  be  lawful  for  any 
inhabitant  thereof,  or  other 
person  or  persons  whomsoever, 
to  open  any  pipe,  water-house, 
reservoir,  or  cistern  belonging 
to  the  said  commissioners,  and 
to  make  use  of  the  water  in 
order  to  extinguish  such  fire, 
without  any  satisfaction  being 
made  for  the  same ;  such  in- 
habitant or  other  person  or  per- 
sons not  wilfully  wasting  the 
said  water,  and  doing  as  little 
damage  as  may  be  to  such 
pipes,  water-house,  reservoir, 
or  cbtem." 

viii  &  ix  Vict.  s.  15,  empow- 
ers the  commissioners  to  raise  a 
further  sum  of  £20,000. 

Sect.  18  enacts,  <<  That  the 
said  commissioners  shall  and 
they  are  hereby  required  at  all 
times  to  permit  a  sufficient 
quantity  of  water  to  be  taken 
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^^^'  ^      o£  Huddersfield,  and  the  other  as  a  compensation  reser- 

TI19  QvBiir     voir,  to  prevent  injury  to  certain  owners  and  oceupieis 

iBhaUtoits  of    of  mills  in  Longwood)  were  constructed  on  part  of  the 

Loir«wooD.     gaid  land  go  purchased  and  occupied  by  the  said  com- 

missionerSj  of  the  dimensions^  in  the  manner,  under  the 

powers  and  provisions,  and  subject  to  the  conditions  and 

restrictions,  contained  in  the  vii  &  viii  Gea  iv,  and 

which  said  reservoirs  have  respectively  been  used  ever 

since  their  construction,  until  the  passing  of  the  viii  A 

ix  "Vict.,  in  manner  and  subject  to  the  conditions  and 

restrictions  and  in  strict  conformity  with  the  provisions 

mentioned  and  contained  in  the  vii  &  viii  Geo.  iv,  and, 

since  the  passing  of  the  viii  &  ix  Vict.,  in  strict  con* 

^  formity  with  the  provisions  of  both  acts,  as  far  as  the 

same  were  respectively  applicable. 

The  commissioners  appointed  under  the  above  acts 
have  borrowed,  under  the  powers  thereby  ^ven  to  them, 
money  amounting  to  the  sum  of  £20,000,  and  have  laid 
down  pipes  and  other  conveniences  for  conveying  watar 
to  the  township  of  Huddersfield,  by  means  of  which  a 

from  their  reseryoirs  and  works  the  money  to  be  raised  or  re- 
fer the  purpose  of  watering  the  ceived  by  the  said  oommiaHoiL- 
streets,  public  passages,  and  ers  imder  or  by  virtne  of  this 
places  within  the  said  town  of  act,  or  the  said  recited  ads^ 
Huddersfield,  within  the  town-  shall  be  laid  oat  and  applied,  in 
ship  and  parish  of  Huddersfield  the  first  place,  for  and  towards 
aforesaid,  upon  payment  for  the  the  payment,  disehaige,  and  sa** 
same  in  advance,  after  the  rate  tisfiiction  of  all  costs,  chaigea, 
of  one  penny  for  every  one  and  expenses  incurred  in  ob- 
hundred  gallons  which  may  be  taining  this  act,  and  all  other 
taken  for  the  purposes  afore*  expenses  relating  thereto ;  and 
said;  provided  always,  that  the  the  rendue  and  remainder  of 
said  commissioners  shall  not  be  such  money  shall  be  applied  ibr 
bound  to  afford  such  supply  as  and  towards  purchasing  lands 
aforesaid  at  any  time  when  the  and  grounds,  and  making,  com* 
so  doing  will  prevent  a  full  and  pleting,  and  maintaining  the 
adequate  supply  to  the  other  said  reservoirs,  water-works^ 
tenants  of  the  said  commission-  and  other  works,  and  for  other 
ers."  the  purposes  of  this  act  and  of 
Sect.  S6  enacts,  **  That  all  the  said  recited  act." 
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constant  and  ample  supply  of  water  has  been  and  is  pro-  1B49. 
vided  under  the  said  acts  to  the  township.  The  oom-  The  Qubbk 
nussioners  have  received  the  rents^  which  by  their  said  inj^i^i^tg  ^ 
acts  they  have  been  from  time  to  time  entitled  to  de-  Lwowood. 
mand^  for  such  supply  of  water  to  the  township  of 
Huddersfield ;  and  the  commissioners  have  from  time  to 
time  applied  the  rents  so  received  to  the  purposes  of  the 
said  acts,  and  the  said  water-rents  have  been  reduced  by 
the  commissioners  to  one^half  the  amount  which  was 
originaUy  charged  by  them  for  Bach  supply  of  water, 
by  authority  of  their  said  acts,  to  the  said  township  of 
Huddersfield.  The  compensation  clauses  which  were 
inserted  in  the  said  acts,  to  prevent  injury  to  individual 
owners  and  occupiers  of  mills  in  Longwood,  have  been 
strictly  observed  and  fulfilled  by  the  commissioners,  and 
the  compensation  reservoir  has  been  made  by  them,  as 
aforesaid,  for  the  exclusive  use  of  the  said  owners  and 
occupiers  of  mill  property  in  Longwood,  and  has  been 
used  by  them  aocordingly  on  part  of  the  land  for  the 
occupation  of  which  the  commissioners  are  now  sought 
to  be  rated,  by  which  the  said  mill  property  and  the  said 
mill-owners  have  been  protected  from  injury. 

The  said  mill-owners  obtaining  water  or  deriving 
benefit  from  the  said  compensation  reservoir  do  not  pay, 
nor  have  they  ever  paid,  any  rent  or  consideration,  in 
money  or  otherwise,  to  the  said  commissioners.  Every 
thing  required  to  be  done  by  the  said  commissioners  by 
the  said  acts  of  Parliament  has  been  observed  and  per- 
formed by  the  said  commissioners.  The  works  bring 
no  water  to  Longwood,  but  they  detun  water  in  that 
township  in  winter,  and  the  supply  of  water  in  Long- 
wood  has  not  been  interrupted  since  the  passing  of  the 
above  acts.  The  owners  of  mill  property  in  Longwood 
have  been  benefited  by  the  works  made  under  the  above 
acts. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts  the  appellants  submitted  that 
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the  said  commissioners  were  not  liable  to  be  rated  in 
respect  of  the  land  occupied  hj  them,  as  aforesaid,  under 
the  said  acts;  and  the  sessions  thereupon  allowed  the 
appeal,  and  amended  the  rate  by  striking  out  the  assesft- 
ment  upon  the  said  commissioners,  subject  to  the  opinion 
of  this  Court.  K  this  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that 
the  said  commissioners  were  liable  to  be  rated  for  the 
land  so  occupied  hj  them,  as  aforesaid,  then  the  order 
of  justices  is  to  be  confirmed,  and  the  order  of  sessions 
quashed ;  but  if  this  Court  ia  of  a  contrary  opinion^  the 
order  of  sessions  is  to  be  confirmed. 


Pashley  and  Overend,  in  support  of  the  order  of 
sions(a). — It  is  submitted  that  there  is  no  beneficial 
occupation  of  the  land  occupied,  and  that  it  is  for  a  pub- 
lic purpose,  and  therefore  not  rateable.  First,  there  is 
no  beneficial  occupation.  By  the  yii  &  viii  Geo.  iv,  s. 
67,  the  commissioners  are  empowered  to  raise  the  sum  of 
£20,000,  and  to  mortgage  the  works  as  a  security ;  and 
by  the  viii  &  ix  Vict  s.  15,  to  raise  a  further  sum  of 
£20,000;  and  sections  73  and  74of  TiiftYiiiGeciT,  and 
section  35  of  yiii  &  ix  Vict.,  direct  the  applica^tion  of  the 
money.  There  can  then  be  no  surplus,  because,  as  the 
debt  is  paid  off,  the  rates  are  to  be  reduced,  so  as  only 
to  cover  the  current  expenses,  and  the  money  is  to  be 
expended  for  the  purposes  of  the  acts.  The  commia* 
sioners,  therefore,  have  a  bare  naked  trust,  not  coupled 
with  any  interest,  and  are  not  liable  to  be  rated :  Rex 
V.  The  Commissioners  of  Salters  Load  Sluice  (&),  Rex  v. 
Liverpool  {c).  In  Rex  v.  ITie  Tnutees  of  the  Rioer 
Weaver  Navigation  {d)^  Bay  ley,  J.,  says,  ''  As  no  part  of 
the  monies  could  be  applied  to  private  purposes,  thoae 
monies  were  not  rateable  in  the  hands  of  the  trustees" 


(a)  Before  Lord  Denman,  C. 
J.,  and  PaUeson  and  Erh^  Js. 
Gol^ridge^  J.,  was  absent. 


(h)  4  T.  R.  730. 
(c)  7  B.  &  C.  61.. 
<^)  Ibid.  70. 
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So,  in^xv.  The  C(mimU9wner8 /(n*  Lighting  Beverley  {a\ 
Lord  Denman^  C.  J.,  says,  ^^  Where  an  act  of  Parliament 
disposes  of  the  whole  of  what  is  raised,  there  can  be  no 
beneficial  occupation."  That  is  the  case  here;  and  if  the 
commissioners  are  rated  to  the  poor,  they  must  increase 
the  rate  in  the  town  of  Huddersfield,  in  order  to  enable 
them  ^to  pay  this  rate.  It  may  be  contended  on  the 
other  side  that  there  may  be  a  distinction  between  this 
case  and  Rex  ▼.  The  CwMnierimuTs  for  Lighting  Bever^ 
ley  (&),  becanse  in  that  case  the  property  sought  to  be 
rated  was  in  the  township  which  was  benefited  by  the 
works ;  but  as  here  there  is  no  beneficial  occupation  to 
any  individual,  and  all  must  be  expended  on  the  works,  it 
is  submitted  that  that  makes  no  difference :  Regina  v. 
Exmmster{cy  Secondly,  this  is  for  a  public  purpose.  The 
title  of  the  vii  &  viii  Geo.  iv,  is,  *'  An  Act  for  supplying 
with  Water  the  Town  and  Neighbourhood  of  Hudders- 
field"—that  is  a  large  district.  By  section  21  the  com- 
missioners are  empowered  to  break  up  the  soil  and  pave- 
ments in  any  of  the  roads,  highways,  streets,  and  public 
places ;  by  section  81  they  are  compelled  to  supply  such 
of  the  inhabitants  with  water  as  are  desirous  of  having 
the  same ;  and  by  section  82  a  penalty  is  imposed  upon 
them  for  refusing  to  supply;  and  by  section  87  they 
must  supply  water  in  case  of  fire  without  any  remune- 
ration. It  is  not  necessary  that  the  benefit  intended  by 
the  act  should  be  for  a  strictly  public  purpose.  Thus 
in  Rex  v.  Sculcoates  {d)^  where  the  whole  benefit  of  the 
land  occupied  (a  drain)  was  enjoyed  by  the  owners  of 
lands  in  other  parishes,  the  commissioners  were  held  not 
to  be  rateable.  So,  in  Rex  v.  TTie  Trustees  of  the  River 
Weaver  Navigation  (e),  where  the  surplus  was  to  be  ap- 
plied in  repairing  public  bridges  and  highways,  the  only 
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(o)  6  A.  &  £.  645. 

{b)  Ibid. 

(c)  12  A.  &  £.  2. 


(d)  12  East,  40. 

(e)  7  B.  &  C.  70. 
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1849.  parties  benefited  would  be  the  ratepayers  of  the  county 
TU  QuBBN  fti^d  the  different  parishes  in  it.  In  Regina  ▼•  The 
Inhabitants  of  ^^^  of  lAoerpocl  {a\  the  application  of  certain  dues 
LoN«wooD.  to  the  corporate  fund  of  a  borough  was  hdd  to  exempt 
ihem  from  liability  to  be  rated,  as  they  were  appro* 
priated  to  public  purposes,  though  the  only  parties  to  be 
benefited  were  the  burgesses.  In  Regma  y.  Exmin^ 
ster  (b),  where  the  canal  and  towing  paths,  which  were 
the  subject  of  the  rate,  were  situate  out  of  the  bcnongh 
of  Exeter,  they  were  held  not  to  be  rateable,  because 
they  wer^  applied  to  the  borough  fimd.  The  cases  of 
The  Crovemors  of  the  Bristol  Poor  v.  fFait{c)9  Regina  ▼. 
WalKngford  Union  (cQ,  Regina  v.  Badcock  (e),  were  cases 
in  which  a  certain  class  only  of  the  public  was  benefited. 
By  3  W.  &  M.  c  11,  s.  6,  a  person  who  executed  a 
public  office  or  charge  in  a  parish  during  one  whole  year 
gained  a  settlement,  and  under  that  statute  it  was  decided 
that  the  crier  and  bellman  of  atown^  Rex  v.  SL  Nicholas, 
Hereford  (/) ;  ale-taster  for  a  borough.  Rex  y.  fFkit" 
church  (g) ;  and  a  collector  of  land  tax,  Rex  y.  Bicham  (A), 
gained  a  settlement,  which  shews  the  meaning  of  the 
word  ^^  public"  in  that  act. 

HaU  and  Pickering^  contriL — The  question  to  be  de* 
cided  is,  within  which  class  this  case  falls ;  and  it  is 
submitted  that  the  ultimate  purpose  to  which  this 
money  is  to  be  applied  is  not  of  a  public  nature  at  all, 
or  if  so  it  is  only  of  a  local  public  nature.  By  section 
81  the  commissioners  are  not  required  to  furnish  the 
public  with  water,  but  only  those  inhabitants  who  are 
able  to  pay  12«.  per  annum,  and  who  are  desiroos  <^ 

(a)  9  A.  &  £.  435.  Q.  B.  R.  787. 

{h)  12  A.  &  E.  2.  (/)  10  B.  &  C.  832. 

(c)  5  A.  &  £.  1.  {g)  10  Burr.  S.  C.  366. 

Id)  10  A.  &  £.  269.  (A)  1  Str.  411. 

(e)  1  New  Seas.  Cas.  643;  6. 
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being  fiupplied.  The  persons  then  to  be  benefited  are  1849« 
a  limited  class,  and  it  can  make  no  difference  that  in  xbe  qvbvn 
this  case  there  can  be  no  surplus,  because,  if  twenty  or  i^i^i^tg  of 
thirty  persons  obtain  an  act  for  suppljring  water  to  their  Low owood. 
milk  or  houses,  though  they  may  proTide  that  there 
shall  be  no  surplus  on  tolls,  yet  they  receive  a  benefit, 
and  are  therefore  rateable.  In  Bex  y.  Sctdeoates  (a),  no 
toll  was  taken,  and  therefore  that  case  does  not  apply. 
In  Bex  Y.  The  Cammissianers  for  Lighting  Beoerley{b\ 
the  primary  object  of  the  act  was  to  supply  the  public 
with  gas ;  but  here  the  supply  to  the  public  is  a  secon- 
dary consideration,  as  by  viii  &  ix  Vict  s.  18,  there  is  a 
proviso  that  the  commissioners  shall  not  be  bound  to 
supply  the  public,  when  the  so  doing  will  prevent  a  fiill 
and  adequate  supply  to  the  private  tenants.  The  prin- 
ciple of  the  cases  quoted  on  the  other  side  is  pointed 
out  in  the  judgment  of  Lord  DenmoHi  C.  J.^  in  Begina 
V.  Badcoch(c);  and  it  is  submitted  that  the  ultimate 
benefit  is  only  for  a  particular  class  of  the  inhabitants 
of  Huddersfield,  and  therefore  that  it  is  not  exempt  from 
liability  to  be  rated. 

As  the  commissioners  here  have  raised  money  upon 
mortgage,  to  the  payment  of  which  the  tolls  are  appli- 
cable until  the  debt  is  paid  off,  it  is  submitted  that  the 
ccMnmissioners  are  trustees  for  the  mortgagees,  and 
therefore  that,  as  long  as  the  debt  is  not  paid  off,  these 
tolls  are  rateable.  In  Bex  v.  The  Trustees  of  Great 
Dover-street  BocLd{d\  it  is  quite  dear  that  the  toUs, 
which  were  employed  under  the  local  act  in  paying  the 
interest  of  the  debt,  would  have  been  rateable  if  they 
had  not  been  exempted  by  the  general  Turnpike  Act» 
3  Geo.  4,  c.  126,  s.  51.  So,  in  Begina  v.  The  Blackjriars 
Bridge  Company  {e\  the  tolls  were  held  rateable ;  and 

(a)  12  East,  40.  Q.  B.  R.  787. 

{b)  6  A.  &  £.  645.  (d)  5  A.  &  E.  692. 

(e)  1  New  SesB.  Cas.  643;  6        \e)  9  A.  &  £.  828. 
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1840.  Littleddk,  J.,  says,  *^  The  case  is  not  distinguishable  from 
Hie  QusBK  that  of  a  private  person  who  builds  a  bridge  on  his  land 
Iiihabuimti  of  ^^^  ^^  public  benefit,  and,  in  order  to  reimburse  himself 
LoKowooD.  the  expense  of  the  work,  procures  an  act  of  Parliament 
to  enable  him  to  take  toll  for  that  purpose :  the  land 
would  be  occupied,  and,  so  long  as  the  toll  was  taken, 
beneficially  occupied ;  and  after  the  party  was  reimbursed 
the  toll  would  cease,  and  the  bridge  become  public  and 
free :  yet  the  land  wotdd  no  doubt  be  rateable  so  long 
as  the  toll  was  received"  And  even  supposing  that  the 
supplying  of  the  town  of  Huddersfield  with  water  was 
a  matter  of  a  public  nature,  that  cannot  affect  the  right 
of  the  township  of  Longwood  to  rate  the  land  in  question. 
In  Bex  V.  The  Commissionera  for  Lighting  Beverley  (a), 
the  land  sought  to  be  rated  was  within  the  district 
which  rated  it,  and  which  was  benefited  by  the  works ; 
and  in  Begina  v.  Exminater  (A),  where  the  land  sought  to 
be  rated  was  without  the  borough,  the  case  was  decided 
upon  the  6  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  92,  which  appropriates 
all  the  corporation  funds  to  purposes  of  a  public  nature. 
It  is,  therefore,  submitted  that  this  land  is  rateable 
in  Longwood,  exactly  the  same  as  if  private  speculators 
had  undertaken  to  supply  the  town  of  Huddersfield 
with  water ;  and  they  would  certainly  be  rateable  as 
long  as  any  tolls  were  imposed  for  reimbursing  the 
costs  of  the  undertaking. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Courts — In  this  case  the  question  was,  whether  a 
reservoir  and  premises,  occupied  in  Longwood  for  the 
purpose  of  supplying  water  to  the  inhabitants  of  the 
town  and  neighbourhood  of  Huddersfield,  within  the 
township  of  Huddersfield,  are  exempted  from   rate- 

(a)  6  A.  &  £.  646.  {h)  12  A.  &  £.  2. 
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ability  to  the  relief  of  the  poor,  in  the  township  of 
Longwood,  on  the  ground  that  the  occupiers  are  merely 
trustees  for  the  public.     As  the  statute^  under  which 
the  commissioners  derived  their  right  of  occupation^ 
does  not  allow  to  them  any  individual  profit  or  benefit^ 
there  is  a  semblance  of  ground  for  claiming  this  ex* 
emption;  but,  when  the  purposes  are  considered  for 
which  that  statute  was  obtained,  this  semblance  dis- 
appears^  and  the  property  is  found  to  be  rateable.    The 
main  purpose  is  the  supply  of  water  to  that  portion  of 
the  inhabitants  of  the  particular  township  who  ¥rill 
pay  not  less  than  12^.  per  annum  for  it ;  a  further  pur- 
pose is,  the  prevention  of  fire^  the  benefit  of  which  is 
confined  principally  to  the  owners  of  combustible  pro- 
perty there.     There  are   no  decisions  that  purposes 
analogous  to  these  are  public,  ^nARegma  v.  Badcock  (a) 
is  a  decision  to  the  contrary.     If  private  speculators 
had  invested  their  capital  for  the  supply  of  water  to  a 
profit,  and  had  so  become  the  occupiers  of  the  premises 
in  question,  they  would  have  been  rateable :  Regina  v. 
The  Inhabitants  of  Mile  End  Old  Toum  (J).    The  money 
paid  for  the  rate  would  be  part  of  the  cost  of  supply, 
and  would  fall  upon  them. 

The  private  act  enables  a  portion  of  the  inhabitants 
of  Huddersfield  to  obtain  a  supply  of  water  by  the 
intervention  of  a  water  company ;  but,  as  far  as  respects 
the  rights  of  other^townships,  this  portion  of  the  inha- 
bitants, by  their  commissioners,  stand  in  the  position  of 
an  ordinary  water  company,  and  have  no  greater  right 
to  exempt  from  liability  any  portions  of  land  in  Long- 
wood  than  private  speculators  could  have.  One  of  the 
reservoirs  provides  water  for  mills,  which  had  rights  in 
the  water  intended  to  be  converted  for  the  use  of  the 
inhabitants  of  the  town,  and  it  is  said  to  yield  no  profit, 

(a)  1  New  Sess.  Cas.  643 ;  6  Q.  B.  R.  787. 
(b)  Ante,  p.  13. 

VOL.  m.  F  F  N,  8.  C. 
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as  the  mill-owners  pay  nothing;  but  it  i8»  in  reality, 
part  of  the  apparatus  for  obtaining  the  supply  for  the 
town*  The  mill-owners  had  the  right  in  the  q^rings 
that  w^e  wanted  for  the  houses,  and  the  purchase  of 
those  rights  by  the  company,  or  compensation  for  ob- 
taining them,  becomes  part  of  the  cost  of  supply ;  the 
compensation  is  made  by  forming  the  reservoir  in  ques^ 
tion  in  Longwood;  the  township  has  a  right  to  rate 
su^ch  reservoir,  there  which  indirectly  contributes  to  pro- 
duce the  value  arising  from  the  supply  of  water  to  the 
houses  of  the  consumers ;  the  amount  of  this  rate  ought 
also,  ultimately,  to  come  from  such  consumers  substan- 
tially in  the  price  they  pay  for  the  water.  Therefore 
the  order  of  sessions,  we  think,  must  be  quashed,  and 
the  original  rate  confirmed. 


Order  of  sessions  quashed,  and  original  rate 
confirmed. 


Jofi.  30.      Aim  Charter  (a  pauper)  v.  Yarburgh  Greame,  Esq., 

and  Another. 

Where  a  woman   1  HIS  was  an  action  of  trespass  and  false  imprison- 

rpSTbM    "'^''*-     Plea,  not  guilty  (by  statute). 

warrant  of  At  the  trial,  before  Pollock^  C.  B.,  at  the  York  Sum- 

oommitment,  ,  . 

dated  20th        mer  Asfflzes,  1847,  it  appeared  that  the  defendants  wero 

Febnuu7,1847, 

and  waa 

broogfat  op  by  habeas  oorpna  on  the  17th  March,  but  remanded,  and  one  oonviction  waa 

filed  at  the  next  Easter  ^eessions,  and  another  at  the  Midsummer  sessions  following. 

Held^  that,  in  an  action  of  trespass  and  false  imprisonment  brought  by  her  against  tlie 
justices,  they  might  give  in  eyidence  the  conviction  which  was  filed  at  the  Midsummer 
sessions,  as  weU  as  t^t  filed  at  the  Easter  sessions. 

HMf  also,  that  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  30,  s.  24,  does  not  apply  to  any  case  where  the 
damage  done  amounts  to  more  than  one  shilling,  but  that  such  cases  are  within  sect.  19  or 
sect.  20 ;  and  that  the  commitment  and  both  conyictions  were  bad,  for  not  stating  the 
amount  of  the  damage  done. 

Semblif  that  sect.  24  does  not  apply  to  damage  done  to  trees. 
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justices  of  the  peace  for  the  East  Biding  of  the  county 
of  York,  and  that  the  action  was  brought  by  the  plain- 
tiff against  them  to  recover  damages  for  having  com- 
mitted her  to  prison  under  the  following  warrant  of 
commitment  (a) : — 

£ast  Riding  of  YorkBh]re.-^To  all  constables  in  the  said  riding, 
and  especially  to  the  constable  of  the  township  of  Burton  Agnes^ 
in  the  said  riding,  and  to  the  keeper  of  the  house  of  correction 
at  Beverley,  in  the  said  riding : 


388 
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(a)  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  30,  s.  19. 
— "  That  if  any  person  shall 
unlawfully  and  maliciously 
cut,  break,  bark,  root  u£,  or 
otherwise  destroy  or  damage 
the  whole  or  any  part  of  any 
tree,  sapling,  or  shrub,  or  any 
underwood,  respectively  grow- 
ing in  any  park«  pleasure- 
ground,  garden,  orchard,  or 
avenue,  or  in  any  ground  ad- 
joining or  belonging  to  any 
dwelling-house,  every  such  of- 
fender (in  case  the  amount  of 
the  injury  done  shall  exceed 
the  sum  of  one  pound)  shall 
be  guilty  of  felony." 

Section  20.—"  That  if  any 
person  shall  unlawfiiUy  and 
maliciously  cut,  break,  bark, 
root  up,  or  otherwise  destroy 
or  damage  the  whole  or  any 
part  of  any  tree,  sapling,  or 
shrub,  or  any  underwood, 
wheresoever  the  same  may  be 
respectively  growing,  the  in- 
jury done  being  to  the  amount 
of  one  shilling,  at  the  least, 
every  such  o£Fender,  being  con- 
victed before  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  shall,  for  the  first  o£Fence, 
forfeit  and  pay,  over  and  above 
the  amount  of  the  injury  done, 
such  sum  of  money,  not  ex- 


ceeding five  pounds,  as  to  the 
justice  shall  seem  meet." 

Section  24.—"  That  if  any 
person  shall  wilfully  or  mali- 
ciously commit  any  damage, 
injury,  or  spoil,  to  or  upon  any 
real  or  personal  property  what- 
soever, either  of  a  public  or 
private  nature,  for  which  no 
remedy  or  punishment  is  here- 
inbefore provided,  every  such 
person,  being  convicted  thereof 
before  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
shall  forfeit  and  pay  such  sum 
of  money  as  shall  appear  to  the 
justice  to  be  a  reasonable  com- 
pensation for  the  damage,  in- 
jury, or  spoil  so  committed, 
not  exceeding  'the  sum  of  five 

pounds,  &c :   provided 

always,  that  notiiing  herein 
contained  shall  extend  to  any 
case  where  the  party  tres- 
passing acted  Tinder  a  fair  and 
reasonable  supposition  that  he 
had  a  right  to  do  the  act  com- 
plained of,  nor  to  any  trespass, 
not  being  wilful  and  malicious, 
committed  in  himtiug,  fishing, 
or  in  the  pursuit  of  game,  but 
that  every  such  trespass  shall 
be  punishable  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  before  the  passing  of 
this  act." 
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1849.  These  are,  in  her  Majesty's  name,  to  command  you,  the 

constable,  forthwith  to  convey  and  deliver  into  the  custody  of  the 
said  keeper  the  body  of  Ann  Charter,  late  of  the  parish  of  Burton 
Agnes,  charged  before  us,  two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the 
peace  for  the  said  riding,  upon  the  oath  of  Charles  Boynton^ 
Esq.,  for  that  she,  the  said  A.  Charter,  did,  in  the  paxish  of  Bur- 
ton Agnes,  in  the  said  riding,  wilfully  and  maliciously  cut  up 
and  destroy  a  quantity  of  fruit  trees  in  a  garden  in  her  occu- 
pation. And  whereas  the  said  A.  Charter  was,  this  day,  con- 
victed before  us,  the  said  justices,  in  the  sum  of  four  pounds 
thirteen  shillings  and  eight  pence,  for  the  said  offence,  and  in 
the  sum  of  eight  shillings  and  sixpence  for  costs :  and  whereas 
the  said  A.  Charter  hath  neglected  and  refused  to  pay  the  fine 
and  costs :  you,  the  said  keeper,  are  hereby  required  to  receive 
the  said  A.  Charter  into  your  said  house  of  correction,  safely 
there  to  keep,  for  the  space  of  one  calendar  month,  without  hard 
labour,  unless  the  said  fine  and  costs  be  sooner  paid  and  dia- 
chaiged ;  and  for  your  so  doing  this  shall  be  to  you,  and  eveiy 
of  you,  a  sufficient  warrant.  Given  &c.  Dated  20th  February, 
1847. 

Signed  by  the  two  defendants. 

It  appeared,  that  the  plaintiff  was  tenant  to  Sir  H. 
Boynton  of  the  garden  in  which  the  fruit  trees  were 
growing  at  the  time  she  cut  them  down ;  that  she  had 
received  notice  to  quit ;  and  that  she  cut  them  down 
after  being  cautioned  not  to  do  so  on  behalf  of  Sir 
H.  Boynton.  It  was  further  proved,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  brought  by  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  with  the  com- 
mitment, on  the  17th  of  March,  before  Itolfe,  B.,  at 
the  York  assizes,  and  that  she  was  then  remanded. 
The  defendants  then  called  the  clerk  of  the  peace, 
who  produced  two  convictions,  and  stated  that  most 
of  the  convictions  filed  at  the  quarter  sessions  for 
the  East  Biding  were  on  paper,  and  in  printed  forma. 
The  first  conviction  had  been  filed  at  die  Easter  ses- 
sions, and  the  second  at  the  Midsummer  sessions,  in 
that  year ;  the  second  conviction  was  objected  to,  but 
admitted  by  the  Lord  Chief  Baron.  It  was  further 
objected,  that  the  convictions  were  on  paper,  and  not  on 
parchment;  that  neither  of  the  convictions  supported 
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the  warrant  of  commitment;  that  the  first  conviction 
was  repugnant  and  bad  for  not  negativing  the  fair  and 
reasonable  supposition  of  right ;  and  that  a  tenant  was 
not  within  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4»  c.  30.  The  Lord  Chief 
Baron  overruled  all  these  objections^  and  the  jury, 
under  his  direction,  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendants. 
The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  first  conviction : — 

East  Riding  of  Yorkshire,  to  wit. — ^Be  it  remembered,  that  on 
the  20th  of  Febmary,  1847,  at  Bridlington,  in  the  sud  riding, 
A.  Charter  is  convicted  before  ns,  Y.  Greame,  Esq.,  and  the  Rer. 
F.  Simpson,  clerk,  two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  for 
the  said  riding,  for  that  she,  the  said  A.  Charter,  on  the  Idth  of 
Febmary  instant,  at  Burton  Agnes,  in  the  said  riding,  wilfully 
and  maliciously  did  commit  damage,  injury,  and  spoil  to  certain 
real  property,  to  wit,  to  certain  apple  trees,  gooseberry  trees,  and 
other  fruit  trees  then  and  there  growing,  the  property  of  Sir 
Heniy  Boynton,  Bart.,  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such 
case  made  and  provided,  there  being  no  remedy  or  punishment 
in  the  said  statute  provided  for  the  offence  of  wilfuUy  and  mali- 
ciously committing  the  said  damage,  injury,  and  spoil ;  and  we, 
the  sud  Y.  Greame  and  F.  Simpson,  adjudge  the  said  A.  Charter, 
for  her  said  offence,  to  forfeit  and  pay  the  sum  of  4/.  ISs.  Sd.y 
which  we  hereby  adjudge  to  be  the  amount  of  the  injury  done  to 
the  said  Sir  H.  Boynton,  and  to  be  a  reasonable  compensation  to 
the  said  Sir  H.  Boynton  for  the  damage,  injury,  and  spoil  so 
committed  as  aforesaid,  and  also  to  pay  the  sum  of  Bs,  6J.  for 
costs,  and  in  default  of  immediate  payment  of  the  sud  sums,  to  be 
imprisoned  in  the  house  of  correction  at  Beverley,  in  the  said 
riding,  for  the  space  of  one  calendar  month,  without  hard  labour, 
unless  the  said  sums  shall  be  sooner  paid  ;  and  we  direct  that  the 
said  sum  of  4/.  ISs.  Sd,  shall  be  paid  to  the  said  Sir  H.  Boynton, 
the  said  Sir  H.  Boynton  not  having  been  examined  in  proof  of 
the  offence ;  and  we  order  that  the  sum  of  8«,  Qd.^  for  costs,  shall 
be  paid  to  Charles  Boynton,  the  complainant.  Given  under  our 
hands  and  seals  the  day  and  year  above  mentioned. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  second  conviction : — 

East  Riding  of  Yorkshire,  to  wit. — ^Be  it  remembered,  that  on 
the  20th  of  February,  1B47,  at  Bridlington,  in  the  said  riding, 
A.  Charter  is  convicted  before  us,  Y.  Greame,  Esq.,  and  the 
Rev.  F.  Simpson,  clerk,  two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace 
for  the  said  riding,  for  that  she,  the  said  A.  Charter,  on  the  13th 
of  February  instant,  at  Burton  Agnes,  in  the  said  riding,  wil- 
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fully  and  nialieloiuly  did  eommit  damage,  injury,  and  apoil  to 
certum  Mai  property,  to  wit,  twenty  apple  treea,  twenty  gooae- 
benj  trees,  and  twenty  other  fruit  tree*,  then  and  there  growing, 
the  property  of  Sir  H.  Boynton,  against  the  form  of  the  ttatote 
In  audi  case  made  and  provided,  there  heing  no  remedy  or  ptmith- 
ment  in  the  Baid  statute  before  prerided,  tliat  is  to  say,  no  remedy 
or  punishment  in  the  eaid  statute  prorided  other  than  tiie  remedy 
and  puniahmont  hereinafter  adjudged  and  specified  for  the  sud 
offence ;  and  the  aaid  A,  Charter  not  haTing  committed  the  said 
damage,  injury,  or  spoil  under  a  fair  and  reasonahle  snppontioD 
that  she,  the  said  A.  Charter,  had  a  right  to  do  the  same,  andtlie 
said  damage,  ii^nry,  and  spoil  not  having  been  committed  by  the 
said  A.  Chartar  in  hunting,  fishing,  or  in  the  pursuit  of  game  ; 
and  we,  the  said  Y.  Greame  and  F.  Simpson,  adjudge  the  said 
A.  Charter,  for  her  said  otFence,  to  fbrieit  and  pay  the  sum  of 
41.  ISi.  6d.,  which  we  hereby  adjudge  to  be  a  reasonable  compui- 
■ation  to  tb«  said  Sir  H.  Boynton  for  the  damage,  injury,  and 
gpoH  so  committed  as  afbreaud,  and  also  to  pay  the  sum  otBt.Qd. 
for  coBto,  and  in  defoult  of  immediate  payment  of  the  said  sums, 
to  be  imprisoned  in  the  haute  of  correction  at  Bererley,  in  the 
said  riding,  for  the  space  of  one  calendar  month,  without  hard 
labour,  imlees  the  same  sums  shall  be  sooner  paid  ;  and  we  direct 
that  the  s^d  sum  of  4/.  13e.  Sd.  shall  be  paid  to  the  said  Sir  H. 
Boynton,  the  uii  Sir  H.  Boynton  not  having  been  examined  in 
proof  of  the  a^d  offence ;  and  we  order  that  the  sud  sum  of 
&r.  M.,  for  oosta,  shall  be  paid  to  Charles  Boynton,  the  com- 
plainant.   Given  &c. 

Signed  by  the  two  defendants. 

KtuMolet,  in  Michaelmas  iema  last,  had  obtained  a 
rule  oalliag  upon  the  defendants  to  ehew  cause  why  there 
should  not  be  a  new  trial,  on  the  several  grounds  of 
objection  taken  at  the  trial 


Jl£trtfn  and  Otter  shewed  caose  (a). — A  second  oon- 

(a)   The    following    points  c.  13;  Faley  on  Convictiono, 

were  made  and  cases  cited  in  p.3U ;  Co.  Litt.  260.  a. 

the  aigument;  but,  as  no  daei-  2ud.  That  the  first  eonrictlon 

■ion  was  given  upon  them,  the  need  not  negative  the  proTJso 

aijwnents  are  omitted :—  at  the  end  ot  sect.  24 :  DtmUt 

1st.  That  a  conviction  need  v.  PhU^rpi,  1  Cr.,  H.  &  H.  882 ; 

not  be  drawn  up  on  parchment:  Satl  y.  Smith,  1  B.  &  A.  M; 

Lunbard'a  Einnaicha,  lib.  1,  Btgina  v.  ZMmn,  9  A.  &  E, 
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yiction  may  be  filed,  though  there  is  one  fdieady  on  the  ^849. 
file.  There  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  general  rule  of  law 
and  practice,  that  magistrates  are  not  bound  by  the 
oonyiction  first  drawn  up,  whether  it  be  merely  a  note 
of  the  conviction,  or  drawn  up  in  a  formal  manner,  as 
the  conviction  itself;  but  that  they  are  at  liberty,  when 
called  upon  by  appeal,  to  return  the  conviction  to  the 
quarter  sessions,  or  by  certiorari  into  this  court,  to  draw 
up  and  return  a  more  formal  conviction,  correcting  any 
errors  which  may  have  existed  in  that  first  drawn  up, 
provided  the  latter  conviction  be  according  to  the  truth 
and  the  &ct8.  That  is  clearly  laid  down  by  Lord  Den- 
man,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court  in 
Chaney  v.  Payne  (a) ;  but  it  will  be  argued  that  it  was 
too  late  to  do  so  when  a  previous  conviction  had  been 
filed.  In  Chaney  v.  Payne  it  was,  no  doubt,  dedded 
that  a  magistrate  could  not  do  so  after  the  first  convic- 
tion had  been  quashed,  or  after  that  had  taken  place 
which  had  the  same  effect  as  quashijig  the  conviction ; 
but  in  this  case  the  previous  conviction  had  never  been 
quashed,  but,  on  the  contrary,  the  plaintiff  had  been 
remanded.  It  is  said  also  in  the  judgment  in  Chaney 
V.  Payne,  *'  convictions  have  undoubtedly  always  been 
treated  as  records,  and  for  that  reason  they  were,  prior 
to  4  Geo.  2,  c.  26,  required,  when  filed,  to  be  in  latin; 
therefore  the  returning  them  either  to  this  court,  or  to 
the  sessions,  does  not  alter  their  character;  and  posably 
it  may  be  competent  to  the  magistrates,  even  after  such 
return  of  an  informal  conviction,  to  return  another  for- 
mal one,  before  any  motion  is  made  to  quash  the  con- 
viction, or  appeal  heard."     In  Gray  v.  Coohton  (&), 

704;  Begima  v.  The  Chapel-  drd.  That  a  tenant  is  not 

wa/rdene  cf  MUnroWy  ^  M.  &  S.  within  the  act. 

24S;  Bex  r,  WrotUsUyy  1  B.  (a)  1  (I.  B.  R.  712. 

&  Ad.  64B;  TkibattU  v.  QHbeon,  \h)  16  East,  13. 

12  M.  &  W.  88. 
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1849.  where  the  plaintiff  had  been  discharged  on  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus,  because  the  warrant  of  commitment  was 
badj  it  was  held  that  the  justices  were  protected  hj  a 
good  conviction  which  had  been  drawn  up  after  the 
commencement  of  the  action;  and  Lord  JEllenharouffh, 
C.  J.9  there  says,  that  when  the  conviction  is  produced 
at  the  trial  as  of  the  date  when  it  took  place,  it  would 
so  appear,  and  that  in  a  collateral  inquiry  the  Court 
will  not  look  out  of  the  record  of  the  conviction  for  the 
time  when  it  took  place.  No  conviction  had  been 
returned  to  the  next  sessions  in  that  case;  but  if  the 
nature  of  a  conviction  is  not  altered  by  being  filed  at 
the  sessions,  and  the  Court  on  a  collateral  inquiry  will 
not  look  out  of  the  record  for  the  time  when  it  took 
place,  it  is  difficult  to  understand  why  a  good  conviction 
may  not  be  filed,  though  there  be  one  already  filed. 
A  second  conviction  also  has  been  received  by  Aldersan, 
B.,  in  SellvDOod  v.  Mount  (a),  and  by  Littkdak,  J.,  in 
Mason  y.  Carpenter  (b). 

It  is  true,  that,  by  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  30,  s.  40,  the 
conviction  must  be  transmitted  to  the  next  court  of 
general  or  quarter  sessions,  there  to  be  kept  by  the 
proper  officer ;  but  that  section  is  only  directory,  and 
makes  a  copy  of  such  conviction,  certified  by  the  proper 
officer,  evidence  of  a  conviction  of  a  former  ofience; 
but,  if  justices  had  the  power  of  filing  a  second  convic- 
tion before  this  statute,  it  can  never  be  construed  to 
deprive  them  of  that  advantage. 

This  is  the  only  section  which  makes  it  an  ofience  to 
commit  ^^  wilful  and  malicious"  damage — all  the  other 
sections  apply  to  unlawful  and  malicious  damage ;  and 
this  distinction  is  pointed  out  by  Littledaky  J.,  in  Regina 
V.  Dodson  (c).  The  justices  who  heard  the  evidence 
might  consider  that  the  injury  was  wilful,  as  the  plain- 

(a)  1  Q.  B.  R.  726.       {h)  Ibid.  719,  note,      (c)  9  A.  &  E.  704. 
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tiff  had  cut  down  the  trees  after  notice,  and  therefore         19418. 
they  could  not  proceed  under  the  sections  19  or  20,       cbartbb 
which  are  confined  to  unlawful  and  malidous  injuries. 

KnowUs  and  Pazhky^  contr&. — The  second  conviction 
was  not  admissible  in  evidence.  In  Chaney  y.  Payne{a) 
the  second  conviction  was  rejected  by  the  learned 
judge  who  tried  the  cause,  and  that  ruling  was  con* 
firmed  by  the  decision  of  this  Court.  The  conviction, 
which  was  filed  at  the  Easter  sessions^  became  a  record 
of  that  court ;  and  it  is  not  competent  to  alter  a  record. 
Justices  are  bound  by  kw  to  return  convictions  in 
every  case  to  the  sessions ;  Rex  v.  Eaton  (b).  This  is  a 
conunon*kw  duty  enforced  by  statute  7  &  8  Geo.  4, 
a  29,  s.  74,  and  also  by  this  very  act;  for  by  sect.  40 
it  is  enacted,  ^'that  every  justice,  before  whom  any  per- 
son shall  be  convicted  under  this  act,  shall  transmit  the 
conviction  to  the  next  court  of  general  or  quarter  ses- 
sions, there  to  be  kept  by  the  proper  officer  among  the 
records  of  the  court"  [Pattesan,  J. — Is  that  more  than 
directory  ?]  It  is  submitted  that  it  is  imperative.  The 
only  record  of  the  conviction  is  that  which  is  filed  at 
the  next  court  of  quarter  sessions.  At  all  events,  when 
the  justice  draws  up  his  record  and  files  it  at  the  next 
sessions,  he  has  complied  with  the  act  of  parliament; 
he  is  functus  officio,  and  can  draw  up  no  other  record. 
Sect  24  only  iqpplies  to  cases  whidi  are  not  provided 
for  by  any  other  clause  in  the  statute ;  but  the  commit- 
ment is  for  doing  damage  to  trees  growing  in  a  garden 
in  her  occupation.  Now,  that  is  spedally  provided  for 
by  section  19,  if  the  injury  done  exceed  the  sum  of  one 
pound,  and  by  section  20,  if  it  amount  to  one  shilling 
at  the  least  There  is  nothing  upon  the  tace  of  these 
convictions  to  shew  that  the  injury  done  was  less  than 

(a)  1  Q.  B.  R.  712.  (b)  2  T.  R.  286. 
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one  sluUing;  and,  therelore,  the  ma^^etratea  had  not 
power  to  pnxseed  under  that  seedon  of  Uie  atatote. 
The  rule  in  oonTictiona  is  at  least  aa  strict  aa  in  indict- 
mests ;  and  even  in  an  indictment  this  description  of 
the  allied  offence  would  not  be  sufficient :  Lord  Hale 
P.  C.  182,  183;  2  Hawk.  P.  C.  bk.  2,  c.  25,  a.  74; 
Stark.  C.  P.  194 ;  1  Chit  C.  L.  236. 

Cur.  adv.  volt. 

Lord  Denmah,  C.  J.,  now  deliTered  the  judgment  <^ 
the  Court — In  this  case  two  questions  were  raised: 
first,  whether  the  defendants  were  at  liberty  to  give  a 
sQOond  convictioQ  in  evidence  after  a  first  had  bees 
returned  to  the  quarter  seaeionB ;  and,  secondly,  whe- 
ther either  of  the  convictions  is  good.  It  appears  by 
tlie  evidence,  that  the  plaintiff  was  convicted  by  the 
defendants  of  an  offence  under  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c  3(^ 
and  committed  to  prison  for  a  month,  in  February, 
1847.  The  conviction  was  drawn  up  in  fiwm,  sod 
transmitted  to  the  then  next  quarter  seasons,  as  direct- 
ed by  ih.e  40th  section,  in  April  of  the  same  year.  In 
the  intermediate  time,  a  writ  of  habeas  corpns  to  dis- 
duuffe  the  prisoner,  on  the  ground  of  a  defective  war- 
rant of  commitment,  was  obtained,  returnable  before  a 
learned  judge  at  the  assizes  at  Tork,  held  in  March  in 
that  yeao-,  who  consdered  the  commitment  good,  and 
remanded  the  phuntiff  to  prison.  At  the  tri^  of  this 
action,  the  connction  returned  to  the  quarter  seenons 
in  April  was  put  in,  and  also  another  conviction  of  the 
same  date,  but  transmitted  to  the  sessions  held  in  June 
of  the  same  year.  It  was  contended  for  the  plaintiff, 
on  the  authority  of  the  case  of  Ghana/  v.  Payne  (a), 
that  the  defendants  could  only  rely  on  the  convictiw 
returned  in  April,  and  were  not  at  liberty  to  give  in 

(4)  1  Q.  B.  B.  712, 
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evidence  that  which  was  returned  in  June.  It  was  de-  1849. 
t^rmined  in  Chaney  y.  Payne^  that,  after  a  conviction  is 
quashed  for  informality,  another  cannot  be  drawn  up  to 
protect  the  magistrates.  In  that  case  a  commitment, 
which  recited  a  conviction  which  was  returned  to  the 
sessions,  having  been  held  bad  by  reason  of  a  defect  in 
the  conviction,  it  was  held  to  be  too  late  for  a  magis* 
trate  to  rely  on  a  subsequently  amended  conviction ; 
the  effect  was  the  same  as  if  the  original  conviction  had 
been  quashed*  In  the  present  case  no  conviction  had 
been  transmitted  to  the  sessions  at  the  time  the  question 
of  the  validity  of  the  commitment  was  before  the  judge  at 
York.  I^  instead  of  remanding  the  prisoner,  the  judge 
had  discharged  her,  and  the  conviction  had  then  be^i 
transmitted  to  the  April  sessions,  as  directed  by  the 
statute,  the  case  would  then  have  resembled  in  circum- 
stances that  of  Chaney  v.  Payne.  That  conviction  must 
have  been  taken  to  have  been  the  conviction  redted  in 
the  conmutment,  and  determined  upon  by  the  judge;  and 
another  conviction,  subsequently  drawn  up  and  trans* 
mitted  to  the  subsequent  sessions,  would  not  have  been 
admissible*  The  judge,  however,  in  this  case,  remand- 
ed the  prisoner  before  any  formal  conviction  had  been 
transmitted  to  the  quarter  sessions.  Nothing  had  taken 
place  equivalent  to  quashing  the  conviction.  The  case  is 
clearly  distinguishable  from  Chaney  v.  P^n/ne,  inasmuch 
as  it  wants  the  circiunstance  which  was  the  ground  of 
dedflion  in  that  case.  We  are  also  of  opinion,  that  the 
40th  section  of  the  statute  is  merely  directory ;  and  the 
circumstance  of  transmitting  the  conviction  to  the  April 
sessions  does  not  preclude  the  right  of  the  ma^strates 
to  draw  up  and  produce  in  evidence  another  conviction 
transmitted  to  a  subsequent  sessions. 

The  remaining  question  here  is,  whether  either  c£ 
those  convictions  is  good,  and  will  support  the  commit- 
ment?   In  order  to  support  a  bad  commitment  by  a 
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1849.        good  conviction,  the  latter  must  appear  to  be  for  the 
same  offence.     If  any  authority  were  wanted  for  such 
a  proposition,  the  case  oi  Rogers  y.  Jones  {a)  is  directly 
in  point.     In  the  commitment  in  question,  the  offence 
is  stated  to  be  wilfully  and  maliciously  cutting  up  and 
destroying  a  quantity  of  fruit  trees  in  a  garden  in  her 
(the  plaintiff's)  possession  and  occupation,  for  which  she 
is  convicted  in  the  sum  of  4t  13«.  8dl,  and  8«.  %d.  costs, 
and,  havii^  refused  to  pay  the  fine  and  costs,  is  com- 
mitted to  prison  for  one  calendar  month,  unless  the 
amount  be  sooner  paid.     The  statute  7  &  8  G^.  4, 
c.  30,  has  two  sections  (the  19th  and  20th)  applicable 
to  the  offence  of  unlawfully  and  maliciously  cutting, 
breaking,  barking,  or  otherwise  destroying  or  damaging 
the  whole  or  any  part  of  any  tree,  sapling,  or  shrub,  or 
any  underwood:  the  19th  applied  to  injuries  to  the 
amount  of  £l  to  trees,  &a  in  a  garden;  the  20th  to 
injuries  to  the  amount  of  \s.  to  trees,  &a  growing  any- 
where.   It  has  also  two  sections  (the  2lBt  and  22nd) 
applicable  to  the  offence  of  unlawfully  and  malicioualy 
destroying,  or  damaging  with  intent  to  destroy,  any 
plant,  root,  or  fruit  or  vegetable  production  growing  in 
any  garden  (by  section  21);  or  any  cultivated  root  or 
{dant  used  for  the  food  of  man  or  beast,  growing  any- 
where else  (by  section  22).     It  has  alao  a  section  (sec- 
tion 24)  applicable  to  the  offence  of  wilfully  and  mali- 
ciously committing  any  damage  to  or  upon  any  real  or 
personal  property  whatsoever,  either  of  a  pubUc  or 
private  nature,  for  which  no  remedy  or  punishment  is 
thei^inbefore  described.      The  offence  stated  in  the 
commitment  is  that  of  wilfully  and  maliciously  cutting 
up  and  destroying  fruit  trees  in  a  garden ;  and,  if  the 
damage  done  was  to  the  value  of  £1,  would  be  within 
the  19th  section,  if  an  offence  at  all;  and  if  the  damage 

(a)  3  fi.  &  C.  409. 
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done  was  to  the  value  of  Is.,  it  would  be  within  the  1849. 
20th  section.  The  statute  contains  specific  enactments 
and  penalties  for  malicious  injuries  to  trees,  where  the 
damage  is  to  the  extent  of  Is.  or  upwards.  We  are 
strongly  inclined  to  think  the  24th  section  was  not 
intended  to  apply  to  injuries  to  trees  at  all;  and  if  the 
injury  be  less  in  amount  than  Is.,  it  is  too  inconsider- 
able to  be  made  the  subject  of  prosecution ;  but,  in  any 
▼iew  of  the  case,  we  are  of  opinion,  that  the  24th  sec- 
tion can  only  be  applicable  in  case  the  damage  is  less 
than  Is.  Both  the  convictions  appear  to  have  been 
under  the  24th  section,  but  in  neither  is  the  amount  of 
damage  stated.  The  commitment  also  says  nothing  as 
to  the  amount  of  damage ;  it  is,  therefore,  quite  uncertain 
under  which  section  of  the  act  the  offence  of  which  the 
prisoner  had  been  convicted  really  came.  The  conse- 
quences of  a  conviction  under  the  several  sections  are 
very  different,  and  entirely  dependent  upon  the  amount 
of  the  damage  done.  We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that 
the  commitment  and  both  convictions  are  defective,  for 
not  shewing  some  specified  amount  of  damage,  that  it 
might  be  known  for  certain  under  which  section  of  the 
statute  the  plaintiff  has  brought  herself.  The  rule  must 
be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 
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1840. 

Jan.  30.  The  QuEEN  V.  BoYCE  CoMBE  and  Others. 

The  8tat.  14  A.  BULE  had  been  obtained,  under  the  statute  1 1  & 
ZTie&ih'  12  Vict,  a  44,  calling  upon  Boyce  Combe,  one  of  the 
(TjjcMrtro-  Metropolitan  police  magistrates,  and  Thomas  Elliott 
ug  Aet),  pro-  Price  and  Alfred  Sweeting,  churchwardens  of  the  parish 
•onTbring^  of  St  Andrew,  Holbom,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  to 
orad^dttiird  ^^^^  causc  why  the  said  Boyce  Combe  should  not  give 
engine,  to  assiflt  lug  approbation  and  consent  to  payment  being  made  by 

in  extingmih-  ■■♦         /•  i  g* 

ing  a  fire,  ihaU  the  sidd  churchwardeus  of  the  sum  of  20s.,  or  such  less 
rei^  not  u^  ^^^  ^  ^^>  ^^  ^^  Boyce  Combe,  should  fix,  to  Thomas 
fc^^*to'be  ^^^^^9  ^^^  engine-keeper,  who  brought  the  second 
paid  bjT  the       large  engine,  on  the  20th  November  last,  to  extinguish 

churchwardens         ^  xi_  •n_j»i  *      ^i.        r  -j 

or  overseers  of  a  nre  at  a  house  m  Uray^s-mn-lane,  m  the  aforesaid 
Scl^S^'the  P^*'  ™^®^  ^^  provisions  of  the  14  Geo.  3,  c.  78, 

fire  happened,     g,  7g, 
subject  to  the 

approval  of  a  It  appeared  that  the  churchwardens,  being  applied  to 

2f^^t,"ln  ty  ^^'^  engine-keeper,  declined  to  take  any  proceedings 

^  *^*  ^toS  "^^^^  *^®  magistrate  in  respect  of  the  payment  of  the 

to  fix  the  reward.     The  churchwardens  were  sununoned  before 

reward,  they  the  magistrate,  who,  after  hearing  the  case,  said  he  re- 

monedTl^e  a  ^used  his  consent  and  approbation  on  the  ground  that 

magistrate,  who  ^^  }^^  qq  jurisdiction  to  cousent  to  the  churchwardens 

may  fix  a  sum  , 

which  in  his      paying  a  simi  not  exceeding  20«.  to  the  engine-keeper^ 
utpear  reason^    Unless  such  application  was  made  to  him  for  that  purpose 
Held  also      ^^  *^®  chuTchwardens,  which  they  declined  doing. 

that  the  chnrdh- 

wardens  and  Ltuh  now  shewed  cause. — The  words  of  section  76 

oterseers  still 

retain  the  are,  ^^  that  the  engine-keeper  which  first  brings  a  parish 

power  to  make 


siairate  to  engine,  or  other  large  engine,  to  help  to  extinguish  any 
!sM^der  ^  happening  within  the  limits  aforesaid,  if  in  good 
the  provisions    order,  and  complete  with  a  socket,  hose,  &c,  shall  be 


of  the  14  Geo. 
3,  c.  78,  al- 
though by  a  local  act  such  parish  may  be  united  with  another  for  supporting  the  poor,  and 
the  powers  of  parish  officers  for  that  purpose  Tested  in  guardians. 


V, 
COMBB. 
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paid  anj  sum  not  exceeding  SOs. ;  to  the  keeper  of  the        1849. 
second  parish  engine,  or  other  large  engine,  &c.,  shall  be     ^nie  Qubbn 
paid  any  sum  not  exceeding  20«. ;  every  such  payment 
to  be  made  by  the  churchwardens  of  each  parish,  or  by 
the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  every  such  pi^dnGt  or  place 
not  having  any  churchwarden."    The  clause  then  goes 
on  to  provide,  that  in  default  of  payment  such  reward 
ahaU  be  recovered  by  distress  and  sale  of  the  goods  of 
such  churchwarden  or  overseer.     The  engine  in  respeot 
of  which  this  reward  is  claimed  belongs  to  the  fire  bri- 
gade, which  has  been  established  since  the  Building  Act 
passed,  and  the  words  "  other  lai^e  engine"  must  mean 
other  parish  engine:  tins  person,  therefore,  is  not  entitled 
to  any  reward.     Under  this  statute  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
churchwardens,  judging  from  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  to  ascertain  whether  the  party  applying  was  enti* 
tied  to  any  reward,  and  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  that 
reward,  and  then  the  magistrate  is  called  upon  to  give 
his  sanction  to  the  payment  of  such  reward.    But  it  is 
not  until  such  proceedings  have  been  instituted  by  the 
churchwardens  that  the  magistrate  has  any  jurisdiction 
to  act 

Humfirey  9Jid  Huddteston,  in  support  of  the  rule. — It 
was  not  denied,  when  the  case  was  before  the  magistrate^ 
that  T.  Loader  was  the  person  who  brought  the  second 
engine  to  the  fire,  nor  was  any  reason  assigned  why  he 
should  not  receive  some  reward;  but  it  was  said  the 
magistrate  had  no  jurisdiction  unless  the  churchwardens 
first  initiated  the  proceedings.  The  statute  provides 
that  the  reward  may  be  levied  by  distress  on  the  goods 
of  the  churchwardens ;  and  it  would  be  a  most  unreason- 
able construction  of  the  statute  to  hold  that  the  church- 
wardens must  commence  the  proceedings,  and  that  the 
power  of  the  magistrate  is  merely  to  sanction  the  pay- 
ment of  a  sum  so  awarded.     Such  a  construction  would 
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1849.        constitute  the  pariflh  officers  sole  judges  whether  anj 
TIm  Quvkn    reward  should  be  given,  and  so  entirely  defeat  the  in- 
CoMBv.      tention  of  the  legislature. 

Lord  Denmak,  C.  J. — ^I  think,  under  the  circum- 
stances here  stated,  that  the  magistrate  was  bound  to 
exercise  a  discretion,  and  either  to  ^ve  the  sum  named 
in  the  statute,  or  such  sum  as  might  appear  to  him  to  be 
reasonable. 

CoLBRiDGB,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  per- 
son who  brings  the  second  engine  to  a  fire,  as  this  per- 
son appears  to  have  done,  is  absolutely  entitled  to  some- 
thing, which  is  to  be  paid  by  the  churchwardens;  but,  to 
prevent  any  exorbitant  claim  being  made,  the  legislatore 
has  said  that  the  payment  should  have  the  consent  and 
approval  of  a  magistrate.  The  engine-keeper  must  i^ 
ply  to  the  parish  officers  in  the  first  instance,  and  if  they 
refuse  he  must  summon  them  before  a  magistrate ;  and 
then,  if  they  will  not  name  a  sum,  he  must,  in  the  exer- 
cise of  his  discretion,  fix  the  amount  of  the  reward. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — There  is  clearly  something  due  under 
this  act  of  parliament;  and,  if  the  churchwardens  will 
not  make  the  application,  it  is  competent  for  the  engine- 
keeper  to  do  so,  and  then  it  is  for  the  magistrate  to  say 
what  sum  should  be  paid. 

LumIu — This  parish  of  St.  Andrew,  Holbom,  is  united^ 
under  a  local  act  (a),  with  St.  George  the  Martyr,  and 
the  powers  of  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  to  make 
a  rate  is  superseded,  and  the  powers  vested  in  the  guar- 
dians of  the  united  parishes.  These  persons,  therefore» 
have  no  means  of  obtaining  funds  out  of  which  to  pay 
this  reward. 

(a)  yi  Gto.  iv,  c  186. 
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Pbr  Curiam. — The  rating  under  the  local  act  is  for  1849. 

the  relief  of  the  poor.    The  parish  officers  have  power  The  Queen 

to  make  a  special  rate  for  the  purposes  of  the  building  combk 
act ;  which  power  is  not  taken  away  by  the  local  act. 

Rule  absolute. 


The  Queen  r.  Whittlbs.  '  •^tfw-  3i. 


O 


'N  appeal  against  an  order  under  the  hands  and  seals  Where  the  cap. 
of  two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  in  bastardy 
county  of  Lancaster^  whereby  they  adjudged  the  de-  J^madeVt'a 
fendant  to  be  the  father  of  an  illegitimate  child,  the  P€tty»eMion of 
sessions  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  justices  of  the 
this  Court  on  the  following  case : —  S^Sy^o'f  &c., 

This  appeal,  which  came  on  to  be  tried  at  the  general  ^^^^  ^^^^^ 
quarter  sessions  for  the  county  of  Lancaster  at  Preston,  sessional  divi. 

iy»iT  ir^^i.  1  •  1       sionofH.,  in 

on  the  oth  January,  1847,  was  an  appeal  against  the  the  said coanty, 
foDowiBg  order:-  Ifit^A 

that  there  was 
Lancashire,  to  wit. — ^At  a  petty  sessions  of  her  Majesty's  no  petty  ses- 

justices  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Lancaster,  holden  in  and  «onal  ^i^i^ion 

for  the  petty  sessional  division  of  Hculingden^  in  the  said  county ^  at  there  was  a 

HasUngden  aforesaid^  on  the  12th  day  of  December,  a.d.  1846,  petty  sessional 

before  ns,  the  Rey.  W.  G.,  clerk,  and  W.  T.,  Esq.,  two  of  her  ^^^^.^h 

Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  said  county.    Whereas  one  ^^^^  h.  and 

Alice  Ash  worth,  single  woman,  residing  at  Newhall-hey,«^At9i  its  neighbour- 

this  divisiony  being  with  child,  did,  on  the  22nd  October,  a.d.  |»oo?»  "d  the 

1846,  make  application  to  the  Rev.  W.  G.,  clerk,  one  of  her  Ma-  jg^At  the  order 

were  resident  in 
H..  and  that  they  asually  acted  at  H.,  which  was  one  of  the  places  within  the  petty  sessional 
diTision  of  L.  B.,  for  divers  townships  in  the  neighbourhood,  incinding  the  place  where  the 
woman  resided  and  the  town  of  U.,  and  the  court  oif  quarter  sessions  decided  that  by 
the  words  "  a  petty  sesiiion  holden  in  and  for  the  petty  sessional  division  of  H."  they  under- 
atood  the  petty  session  in  and  for  the  petty  sessional  division  of  L.  B.  holden  at  H.,  and 
confirmed  the  order  t — 

Heldt  1,  that  the  description  of  the  petty  sessional  diTision  in  the  caption  was  incor- 
rect, and  that  the  order  was  bad. 

Held,  2,  that  no  justices  could  have  jurisdiction  originally  but  those  who  acted  for  the 
petty  sessional  division  in  which  the  woman  who  applies  for  the  summons  resides. 

Heldf  3,  that  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  was  right  in  taking  judicial  notice  of  the  petty 
leflsiond  division. 

VOL.  m.  GO  N.  8.   C. 
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1 849.         jesty's  j astices  of  the  peace  acting  for  thia  diviaion,  for  a  sammons 
^  to  be  served  upon  one  Henry  Whittles,  &c.,  whom  she,  (being 

^^  r  **^  ^^y  sworn  before  the  said  W.  G.J,  npon  her  oath,  stateth  to  be 
Whittlks.  the  father  of  the  child  with  which  she  was  then  pregnant ;  and 
the  said  justice  thereupon  issued  his  summons  to  the  said  H.  W. 
to  appear  at  a  petty  sessions  to  be  holden  on  this  ^y^for  this  diM- 
sion  in  which  the  said  justice  usually  acts,  to  answer  her  com- 
plaint touching  the  premises  :  and  whereas  the  said  Alice  hath 
been  lately  delivered  of  a  bastard  child  :  and  whereas  the  said 
H.  W.  having  been  duly  served  with  the  said  summons,  and  now 
appearing  in  pursuance  thereof ;  and  the  said  Alice  having  now 
applied  to  us,  the  justices,  in  petty  sessions  assembled,  for  an 
order  upon  the  said  H.  W.,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute 
in  such  case  made  and  provided. 

The  order  then  adjudged  that  he  was  the  father^  and 
ordered  him  to  pay  ceirtain  sums  of  money.  At  the 
hearing  of  the  appeal,  the  counsel  for  the  appellant  con- 
tended that  the  order  was  bad,  because  it  purported  to 
have  been  made  at  a  petty  sessions  of  her  Majesty's 
justices  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Lancaster,  holden 
in  and  for  the  petty  sessiondl  division  of  HasUnffden,  m 
the  said  county,  offering  to  prove  by  evidence  that  there 
was  no  petty  sessional  division  of  HasUngden,  in  the 
county  of  Lancaster.  He  admitted  that  there  was  a 
petty  sessional  division  of  the  coimty  called  the  divi- 
sion of  Lower  Blackburne,  at  several  places  within  which 
division  sittings  of  the  justices  as  petty  sessions  had  been 
for  some  time  past,  in  fact,  held,  and  that  the  petty 
sessions  holden  at  Haslingden,  at  which  the  order  was 
made,  was  one  of  such  petty  sessions,  but  no  petty  ses- 
sional division  of  Haslingden  had  been  ever  formed  under 
the  provisions  of  the  act  9  Geo.  4,  c  43,  or  of  the  act 
6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  114,  amending  the  same.  The  court  of 
quarter  sessions  adjudged  that  it  would  take  judidal 
notice  of  the  petty  sessional  divisions  of  the  said  county. 
It  was  then  agreed  and  admitted  by  and  between  the 
said  parties,  appellant  and  respondent,  and  recognised 
by  the  Court,  that  the  said  W.  G.,  clerk,  and  the  said 
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W.  T.,  Esq.,  the  justices  aforesaid,  were  respectively  in  1849. 
the  comnussion  of  the  peace  for  the  whole  county  of  xhe  Quxbn 
Lancaster,  and  were  respectively  residents  of  and  in  the  YfamL^M 
township  of  Haslingden,  in  the  said  county,  and  had 
before  then  been  long  used  and  accustomed  to  act,  and 
then  usually  did  act,  as  such  justices  as  aforesaid,  for 
divers  townships  in  the  said  county,  in  the  neighbour* 
hood  of  the  town  of  Haslingden,  including  amongst  such 
townships,  as  well  the  township  of  Newhall-hey,  as  the 
township  and  town  of  Haslingden  aforesaid,  all  in  the 
said  county  of  Lancaster.  The  court  of  quarter  sessions 
ruled  and  determined  that  as  one  of  the  petty  sessional 
divisions  of  the  coimty  of  Lancaster  is  usually  called  the 
divifflon  of  Lower  Blackbume,  and  known  by  that  name, 
and  as  several  petty  sessions  of  the  peace  are  held  within 
that  division,  one  of  which  is  held  at  Haslingden,  it 
therefore,  upon  reading  the  words  '^  a  petty  sessions 
holden  in  and  for  the  petty  sessional  division  of  Hasling- 
den," understood  by  those  words  a  petty  sessions  holden 
in  and  for  the  petty  sessional  division  of  Lower  Black- 
bume, holden  at  Haslingden,  and  overruled  the  appel- 
lant's objection ;  and,  after  hearing  evidence  in  support 
of  and  against  the  said  order,  it  confirmed  the  same,  with 
costs,  subject  to  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court, 
whether,  under  the  circumstances  above  stated,  the  court 
of  quarter  sessions  was  right  in  overruling  the  objecr 
tion.  If  this  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  court 
of  quarter  sessions  was  right,  the  order  appealed  agamst 
and  the  order  of  sessions  to  be  confirmed ;  if  of  opinion 
that  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  was  wrong,  to  be  set 
aside. 

Whighamy  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions  (a). — 
There  is  no  misdescription  of  the  petty  sessional  division 

(a)  Before  Lord  Denmany  C.  J.,  Coleridge^  Wightmany  and 
Srhy  Js. 

G  q2 
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1B40.        upon  the  finding  of  the  sessions.     The  origin  of  petty 
The  QvEiN    sessionB  appears  to  have  arisen  from  the  courts  of  quarter 
^*  sessions  throughout  the  kingdom  dividing  their  respec- 

tive counties  into  districts,  in  each  of  which  the  justices 
residing  in  the  immediate  vicinity  were  bjr  them  ap- 
pointed to  act,  in  all  cases  requiring  two  or  more  jus- 
tices (a).  Now,  there  has  been  no  petty  sessional 
division  of  Haslingden  created  under  9  Geo.  4,  c.  43, 
and  therefore  the  sessions  might  take  judidal  notice  of 
that  division,  which  they  most  probably  had  apportioned, 
and  in  which  these  justices,  as  is  stated  in  the  case,  had 
before  then  usually  acted.  They  might  recognise  it  to 
be  a  division  for  which  petty  sessions  had  been  held; 
but  there  is  also  a  higher  ground  on  which  this  may  be 
supported.  It  is  found  in  the  case  that  these  justices 
had  been  long  used  and  accustomed  to  act,  and  then 
usually  did  act,  for  certain  townships  at  Haslingden; 
and  it  is  submitted  that  these  townships  became,  by  this 
use,  a  petty  sessional  division  within  the  definition  men- 
tioned in  8  &  9  Vict  c  10,  s.  10. 

Cowling^  contrd. — The  justices  in  making  this  order 
acted  under  the  authority  of  an  act  of  parliament,  and 
therefore  their  jurisdiction  ought  to  appear  upon  the 
face  of  the  order.  They  make  this  order  under  7  &  8 
Vict  c.  101,  s.  2;  and  that  section  enacts,  ''That  the 
woman  is  to  make  application  to  any  one  justice  of  the 
peace  acting  for  the  petty  sessional  division  in  which 
she  may  reside."  Now  it  does  not  appear  upon  the  &oe 
of  this  order  that  Newhall-hey,  where  the  woman 
resided,  is  within  that  division  of  Lower  Blackbume  for 
which  a  petty  sessions  was  held  at  HasUngden,  according 
to  the  finding  of  the  court  of  quarter  sessions.  Upon 
that  ground,  therefore,  this  order  is  bad ;  but  it  is  also 

(a)  2  Archb*  Justice  of  the  Peace,  464. 
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a  misdescription,  because  justices,  by  sitting  at  a  parti-        1849. 
cular  place  within  a  county,  cannot  make  a  petty  ses-     The  Quekn 
sional  division.     If  they  had  appointed  an  examiner  of    ^hittlks. 
weights  and  balances  for  the  petty  sessional  division  of 
Haslingden,  such  appointment  would  have  been  illegal : 
Rex  v..  The  Justices  of  Devon  (a). 

Cur  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court.  In  this  case  no  magistrates  could  have 
jurisdiction  originally  but  those  who  acted  for  that 
petty  sessional  division  of  the  county  in  which  the  woman 
who  applies  for  the  summons  resides.  Section  10  of 
8  &  9  Vict  c.  10,  shews  that  a  petty  sessional  division 
may,  in  7  &  8  Vict,  c  101,  mean  two  things ;  either 
any  division  in  which  one  or  more  petty  sessions  have 
been  or  shall  be  usually  held,  or  any  division  for  the 
holding  of  special  sessions  formed  under  the  provisions 
of  9  Geo.  4,  c.  43,  or  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  12.  In  the 
present  case  the  order  sets  forth  an  application  by  a 
woman  residing  at  Newhall-hey,  within  the  division  of 
Haslingden,  to  a  magistrate  acting  for  that  division ;  and 
in  die  caption  the  order  is  stated  to  be  made  at  a  petty 
sessions  holden  in  and  for  the  petty  sessional  division  of 
Haslingden.  Upon  an  appeal  it  Avas  objected  there  was 
no  such  petty  sessional  division,  and,  consequently,  that 
the  order  was,  on  the  face  of  it,  made  without  jurisdic- 
tion. The  court  of  quarter  sessions  properly  held  they 
would  not  require,  or  indeed  receive,  evidence  as  to 
petty  sessional  divisions  in  their  county,  but  would  take 
judicial  notice  of  them ;  and  acting  on  the  agreement  of 
the  parties,  and  on  the  recognition  of  tlie  sessions,  it  was 
taken,  and  is  to  be  taken  by  us  now,  that  the  justices 
were  resident  in  the  township  of  Haslingden ;  that  they 

(a)  1  B.  &  A.  588. 
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1849.  usually  acted  for  divers  townships  in  the  neighbourhood^ 
The  QuKSN  including  as  well  Newhall-hey  as  the  town  of  Hasling- 
Whittlbs  ^^^  itself;  that  there  is  a  petty  sessional  division  called 
the  Lower  Blackbume  division,  within  which  several 
petty  sessions  are  held,  and  one  of  them  at  Haslingden. 
Upon  these  facts  the  sessions  have  not  found  that  there 
is  a  petty  sessional  division  of  Haslingden ;  on  the  con- 
trary, they  may  be  said  to  find  that  Haslingden  and  its 
neighbourhood  formed  part  of  another  recognised  petty 
sessional  division ;  but  they  have  determined  that  by  the 
words,  ^^a  petty  sessions  holden  in  and  for  the  petty 
sessional  division  of  Haslingden,'*  they  understood  the 
petty  sessions  holden  in  and  for  the  petty  sessional  divi- 
sion of  Lower  Blackbume,  holden  at  Haslingden.  On 
this  ground  alone  they  confirmed  the  order,  and  say,  if 
they  were  wrong  the  order  is  to  be  set  aside. 

It  was  hardly  contended  on  the  argument  that  this 
mode  of  supporting  the  order  could  be  maintained ;  the 
jurisdiction  must  appear  on  the  face  of  the  order,  not  so 
much  for  the  satisfaction  of  the  superior  courts  before 
which  it  may  be  brought,  but  that  the  party  who  is  to 
be  afiected  by  it  may  see  on  the  iace  of  the  document 
that  it  is  one  which  he  is  bound  to  obey ;  and,  however 
technical  and  beside  the  merits  an  objection  of  this  sort 
may  seem  in  any  particular  instance,  the  principle  is 
important,  and  the  principle  cannot  be  maintained  with 
the  steadiness  which  is  essential  to  its  working  usefully^ 
if  we  are  to  strain  the  law,  or  seek  to  strain  it,  with  a 
view  to  give  effect  to  what  we  may  conceive  the  justice 
of  any  particular  case. 

On  this  short  ground  alone  the  rule  might  well  be 
made  absolute ;  but  we  must  add,  that  we  do  not  agree 
with  the  argument,  that  the  holding  of  a  petty  sessions 
created  a  petty  sessional  division.  The  fallacy,  on 
which  the  argument  in  support  of  the  order  turned,  lies 
in  confounding  the  holding  of  the  petty  sessions  with 
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the  existence  of  a  petty  sessional  division.     Whenever        1840. 
two  nuigistrates  meet,  and  under  and  by  virtae  of  their    j^  Qubin 
commission  transact  such  business  as  they  are  competeut    ^    ^' 
to  transact,  they  then  hold  a  petty  sessions,  if  it  be  not 
a  general  quarter  or  special  sessions ;  but.  the  place  at 
which  they  so  meet,  if  they  meet  there  ever  so  many 
times,  does  not  thereby  become  a  petty  sessional  divi- 
sion, nor  by  any  act  or  acts  of  their  own  can  they 
make  it  so,  if  such  place  be  clearly  within  the  ambit 
and  parcel  of  a  division  already  recognised.     On  this, 
point,  the  language  of  Baylei/y  J.,  in  Bex  v.  The  Justices 
of  Devon  (a),  is  very  important.     There  it  appeared, 
that  two  magistrates,  without  the  assent  or  knowledge 
of  the  other  magistrates  of  the  existing  division,  at- 
tempted to  create  a  similar  one  within  it,  and  they  had 
gone  on  holding  sessions  there  for  five  or  six  years. 
Bayletfy  J.,  said,  **  The  body  of  magistrates  in  a  large 
division  cannot  be  subdivided  in  this  way ;  a  subdivision 
should  at  least  be  made  by  consent  of  the  whole  body, 
at  their  petty  sessions.     For  if  these  two  magistrates 
may  thus  subdivide  themselves,  any  other  two  might  do 
the  same,  and  so  the  whole  division  would  be  separated 
into  small  districts,  and  great  inconvenience  would  be 
produced."  This  was  said  before  the  passing  of  the  9  Geo. 
4,  c  43.  The  argument  is  much  stronger  since  the  pass- 
ing of  that  act,  for  that  act  provides  a  regular  mode.  By 
section  6,  ^^  new  divisions  may  be  made,  within  which  all 
matters  and  things  which  by  law  then  were,  or  there- 
after might  be,  required  to  be  transacted  or  determined 
within  the  divisions  within  which  the  same  shall  have 
arisen,  or  the  parties  therein  concerned  inhabit  or  exer- 
cise their  trade  or  calling,  and  by  or  before  one,  two,  or 
more  justices  of  the  peace  dwelling  or  usually  acting 
within  the  same,  shall  be  transacted  and  determined,'* 

(a)  1  B.  &  A.  588. 


9. 

Whittlbs. 
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1849.  &c.  These  words  cannot  be  limited  in  their  construo- 
The  QuBBN  ^^^  ^  ^^^  formation  of  merely  special  sessional  divi- 
sions, and  they  certainly  are  not  so  limited  in  practice. 
If  we  are  to  look  to  the  policy  of  the  thing,  few 
things  can  be  more  mischicTous  than  to  enconrage  the 
unauthorised  formation  of  petty  sessional  divisions,  to 
be  attended  by  a  small  number  of  ma^strates.  But,  as 
regards  the  case  in  hand,  there  seems  no  evidence  that 
such  a  thing  has  been  thought  of  or  attempted ;  the  two 
justices  clearly  thought  themselves  acting  in  and  for  a 
larger  and  recognised  division ;  they  had  a  right  to  hold 
their  sessions  for  that  division  where  they  have  held  it ; 
but  they  have,  or  their  derk  has  made,  in  this  particular 
instance,  a  mistake  in  the  name  of  the  division.  When 
the  bastardy  acts  speak  of  a  division  within  which  a 
person  dwells  or  a  magistrate  usually  acts,  they  clearly 
speak  of  a  district  with  some  known  limits.  We  cannot 
say  that  we  see  such  a  division  here.  It  is  clear  that 
it  was  but  a  place  within  another  division,  having  cer- 
tain limits,  in  which  division  petty  sessions  for  the 
whole  division  are  held  at  more  than  one  place,  Has- 
lingden  being  one  of  those  places.  This  rule,  there- 
fore, must  be  made  absolute. 

Ordera  quashed. 
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The  Queen  r.  Read  and  Others.  Jan.  20. 

iVT   the  general  quarter  sessions  for  the  county  of  Where  three 
Surrey,  holden  on  the  2nd  of  January,  1849,  George  dicte/fora"" 
Read,  aged  thirteen,  Ralph  Read,  aged  twelve,  and  ~"^^"  !^^^' 
John  Barlow,  aged  eleven  years,  were  charged  in  the  the  age  of 

,      ,  ,  ,  nine  yean,  and 

same  indictment  with  a  common  assault  on  Elizabeth  u  was  proved 
Ellen  Searle,  a  girl  of  the  age  of  nine  years.  It  was  ^^  J^nexfon 
proved  at  the  trial  that  the  four  parties  went  into  a  y^thher.bntdie 

^  *  ^       jury  found  that 

hay-loft,  when  each  of  the  three  boys  had  connexion  she  was  an  as. 
with   the  girl,   and  penetration  was  effected  in  each  _//«/j,  that 
case.     When  the  boys  first  b^an  to  take  liberties  the  ^^"ein- 
girl   shewed  some  unwillingness,  but  eventually  she  ^cted. 
ceased  to  offer  any  (^position,  and  apparently  assented. 
The  verdict  of  the  jury  was  "  Guilty,  the  child  being 
an  assenting  party,  but  that  from  her  tender  years  she 
did  not  know  what  she  was  about.'' 

The  question  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
is,  whether,  under  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  the 
case,  the  girl,  being  of  the  age  of  nine  years  only,  ac- 
tually did  give,  or  was  competent  to  give,  such  assent 
to  the  act  in  question  as  to  invalidate  the  conviction  for 
a  common  assault. 

Needhamy  for  the  prisoners. — Boys  of  this  age  could 
not  commit   a  rape  by  law.     [Parke,  B. — Regina  v. 
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1849.        Martin  {a)  decides  this  point]     [He  was  here  stopped 
The  QuBBN    by  the  Court.] 


V. 

Rbad. 


C  Robinson^  for  the  prosecution. — The  question  is, 
whether  a  child  of  this  tender  age  can,  in  law,  give 
consent  to  an  assault  of  this  description  upon  her.  In 
cases  of  rape  upon  a  child  of  this  age  she  cannot  give 
consent ;  and  if  the  crime  be  completed  it  is  felony* 
The  law  then  prevents  her  consenting  to  a  felony  of 
this  description,  and  she  cannot  therefore  consent  to  an 
assault.  [Parhey  B. — How  do  you  distinguish  this  case 
from  Befftna  v.  Martin  f]  In  that  case  there  were  two 
counts,  one  charging  the  prisoner  with  an  assault  upon 
the  girl,  who  was  stated  to  be  between  ten  and  twelve 
years  of  age,  and  the  other  with  a  common  assault; 
here  the  prisoners  are  charged  with  a  common  assault 
only,  and  she  is  only  nine  years  of  age.  \AIdersan,  R 
— The  judges  there  said  that  the  proper  charge  would 
have  been  of  a  misdemeanour  in  attempting  to  conmiit 
a  statutable  ofience.]  The  jury  found,  that  though  she 
assented  she  did  not  know  what  she  was  about;  and 
that  brings  it  within  the  class  of  cases  where  prisoners 
have  been  convicted  of  an  assault  though  there  was 
assent  Thus,  in  Regina  v.  Williams  (b),  and  Regina  v. 
Saunders  (c),  the  prisoner  was  convicted,  though  there 
was  consent,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  practised  a 
fraud  upon  the  woman.  The  jury  here  had  an  oppor- 
tunity of  judging  of  the  girl's  intellect,  aod  have  found 
that  she  was  so  young  that  she  did  not  know  what  she 
was  doing. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — I  think  that  the  jury  would 
have  been  justified  in  finding  the  prisoners  guilty  of  an 

(a)  2  Mood.  C.  C.  123.  (b)  8  C.  &  P.  286. 

(o)  8  C.  &  P.  265. 
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assault,  if  the  original  liberty  had  been  taken  with  the        1849. 
girl  without  her  consent;  but  if  she  gave  an  assent  it    The  Queen 
is  no  assault*  k^ad 

Parke,  B.,  Aldebson,  B.,  Colebidge,  J.,  and  Colt- 
man,  J.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  prisoners. 


The  Queen  v.  John  Hall.  Jan.  20. 

J  OHN  HALL  was  tried  at  the  last  Christmas  quar-  A  servant  em- 
ter  sessions  for  the  borough  of  Hull,  on  an  indictment  tellow-cbandler 
charging  him  with  stealing  fat  and  tallow,  the  property  fo^f^m  Sf'' 

of  John  Atkin.  f<»m  in  which 

it  was  kept  to 

John  Atkin,  the  prosecutor,  is  a  tallow-chandler,  and  another  in 
the  prisoner,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  offence,  was  a  pair*^of  scales, 
servant  in  his  employment.     On  the  morning  of  the  J?^ "^ht^b*  tti' 
6th  of  December  last,  the  prosecutor,  in  consequence  of  master  was 
something  that  had  occurred  to  excite  his  suspicions,  weighed,  and 
marked  a  quantity  of  butcher's  fat  which  was  deposited  J^^  iLlTthe* 
in  a  room  immediately  above  the  candle^room  in  his  J'*^  ^^^^  *^® 

*^  ^  prisoner  gniltj, 

warehouse.    In  the  latter  room  was  a  pair  of  scales  being  told  that 
used  in  weighing  the  fat  which  the  prosecutor  bought  larceny  if  they 
for  the  purposes  of  his  trade.    At  noon,  the  foreman  and  JJLTbe  Mnre- 
the  prisoner  left  the  warehouse  to  go  to  dinner,  when  moved  it  with 
the  former  locked  the  doors,  and  carried  the  keys  to  the  selling  it  to  his 
prosecutor.    At  that  time  there  was  no  fat  in  the  scales.  wW^hwl  been 
In  about  ten  minutes  the  prisoner  came  back,  and  asked  f®***  ™  ^^  \ 

ontcber,  and 

for  the  keys,  which  the  prosecutor  let  him  have.     The  with  the  inten- 
prosecutor  watched  him  into  the  warehouse,  and  saw  pnatingthe  " 
that  he  took  nothing  in  with  him.     In  a  short  time  he  l"^^^  ^  ^* 

^  own  nse  :— 

returned  the  keys  to  the  prosecutor,  and  went  away.  ^^^^9  ^«'  *>« 

was  properly 

The  prosecutor  then  went  into  the  candle^room,  and  conTicted. 
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1849.        found  that  all  the  &t  which  he  had  marked  had  been 
The  QuBBN     removed  from  the  upper  room,  and,  after  haying  been 

hILl.  P^*  ^'^to  »  *>«g'  ^  been  pkced  in  tlie  scales  in  the 
candle-room.  The  prosecutor  then  went  into  the  street, 
and  wuted  until  a  man  of  the  name  of  Wilson  came  up, 
who  was  shortly  followed  by  the  prisoner.  The  latter, 
on  being  asked  where  the  fat  came  from  that  was  in  the 
scales,  said  it  belonged  to  a  butcher  named  Robin- 
son; and  Wilson,  in  the  prisoner's  presence,  said  he 
had  come  to  weigh  the  fat  which  he  had  brought  from 
Mr.  Bobinson's.  The  prosecutor  told  Wilson  that  he 
would  not  pay  him  for  the  fat  until  he  had  seen 
Mr.  Robinson,  and  left  the  warehouse  for  that  purpose. 
Wilson  immediately  ran  away,  and  the  prisoner,  after 
offering  to  the  prosecutors  wife  to  tell  all  about  it  if 
he  was  foi^ven,  ran  away  too,  and  was  not  appre- 
hended until  some  time  afterwards,  at  some  distance 
from  Hull. 

I  told  the  jury  that  if  they  were  satisfied  that  the 
prisoner  removed  the  &t  from  the  upper  room  to  the 
candle-room,  and  placed  it  in  the  scales,  with  the  inten- 
tion of  selling  it  to  the  prosecutor  as  fat  belonging  to 
Mr.  Robinson,  and  with  the  intention  of  appropriating 
the  proceeds  to  his  own  use,  the  offence  amounted  to 
larceny. 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty. 

T.  C.  Granger,  Recorder  of  HulL 

Dearslyy  for  the  prisoner. — It  is  submitted  that  thk 
is  not  larceny.  In  larceny  there  must  be  three  ingre- 
dients :  first,  the  asportavit ;  secondly,  the  lucri  causa ; 
thirdly,  an  intention  permanently  to  deprive  the  owner  of 
the  property.  [Parke,  B. — It  is  expressly  dedded  that 
there  need  be  no  lucri  causa.]  Here  there  was  no  in- 
tention permanently  to  deprive  the  owner  of  his  pro- 
perty— ^he  intended  to  restore  it  again ;  and  the  repre- 
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sentation  that  it  belonged  to  Robinson  was  a  mere      ^  IB^Q-  ^ 
fraud.     [^CoUman^  J. — K  one  takes  a  horse  from  me,    The  Qubbm 
and  so  disfigures  it  that  I  know  it  not,  and  o^ers  to        hall. 
sell  it  to  me,  is  he  not  indictable  for  larceny  ?    Alder' 
tony  B. — If  a  man  picks  another's  pocket  of  a  five^pound 
note,  and  afterwards  offers  it  to  the  same  man  to  be 
changed,  is  that  not  larceny?]     It  should  have  been 
stated  in  the  case  that  the  prisoner  would  have  removed 
it,  if  the  master  had  refused  to  purchase.     There  must 
be  an  intention  to  deprive  the  owner  of  the  very  goods 
themselves,  and  not  only  of  the  worth  of  them. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — The  taking  of  the  goods  is 
admitted ;  and  the  simple  question  is,  if  the  prisoner 
took  them  animo  furandi.  I  know  no  mode  so  certain 
of  depriving  another  of  his  property  as  by  first  taking 
and  afterwards  selling  it. 

Pabke,  B.— ^This  case  clearly  falls  within  the  defini- 
tion of  larceny.  There  is  no  doubt  of  the  intention  to 
deprive  the  owner  of  his  property  at  the  moment :  and 
it  is  dear,  that,  if  the  fat  had  not  been  bought,  the  pri- 
soner would  have  removed  it*  This  difiers  clearly  from 
Holhway*9  case  (a),  where  the  intent  of  the  prisoner  was 
always  to  allow  it  to  be  his  master's  property. 

Aldebson,  B. — Oan  any  one  dottbt  that  if  A.  take 
B.'s  property,  and  will  only  return  it  on  condition 
of  being  paid  its  full  value,  A.  is  guilty  of  larceny  ? 

CoLEiuDOE,  J.,  and  Coltman,  J.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  Crown. 


(«}  Next 
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1849. 

Jan.  20.  The  QuEEN  r.  William  Holloway. 

Where  a  work-  X  HE  prisoner,  William  Holloway,  was  indicted  at 
employed  to"  ^®  general  quarter  sessions  holden  in  and  for  the  borough 
toi^e^'^'^ndT  *  ^^  Liverpool,  4th  December;  1848,  for  stealing  within 
was  paid  ac-  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  120  skins  of  leather,  the 
'^^S'^^.  property  of  Thomas  Barton  and  another. 
tiSi»i  from^'the  Thomas  Barton  and  another  were  tanners,  and  the 
warehooae,        prisoner  was  One  of  many  workmen  employed  by  them 

where  the  akins  ^  .-r.i  1.1.11 

were  stowed  by  at  their  tannery  in  Liverpool  to  dress  skins  of  leather* 
thejw^en  ^  '^^^  ^^^  when  dressed  were  delivered  to  the  foreman, 
^JJ^^'  *  and  every  workman  was  paid  in  proportion  to  and  on 
Bkms,  but  the  account  of  the  work  done  by  himself.  The  skins  of 
he  did  not  in-  leather  were  afterwards  stored  in  the  warehouse  of 
them^from^^e^  Thomas  Barton  and  another,  adjoining  to  the  workshqi. 
tennery,  and  ^he  prisoner,  by  Opening  a  window  and  removing  an 
elsewhere,  but  iron  bar,  got  aocess  clandestinely  to  the  warehouse  and 
tion  in  taking  Carried  away  the  skins  of  leather  mentioned  in  the  in- 
^li?e7Sem  to  ^ic*-"^®^**  ^^^  which  had  been  dressed  by  other  work- 
the  foreman,      men.     The  prisoner  did  not  remove  the  skins  firom  the 

and  get  paid  for  "^  •      1    1      *.  n 

them  as  if  they  tannery,  but  they  were  seen  and  recognised  the  iollow- 

work,  andln  ^  ^7  ^^  ^^^  perch  Or  place  where  he  usually  worked 

^  ^S  *°t"  ^^  ^^  workshop.     It  was  proved  to  be  a  common  prac* 

the  poesession  ticc  at  the  tannery  for  one  workman  to  lend  work — that 

of  his  master :,  .,  i.iii  -i-ii.  1 

--Held,  that  it  IB  to  say,  skins  of  leather  dressed  by  him — ^to  another 
was  not  ar-       workman,  and  for  the  borrower  in  such  case  to  deliver 

the  work  to  the  foreman,  and  get  piud  for  it  on  his  own 
account  and  as  if  it  were  his  own  work* 

A  question  of  fact  arose  as  to  the  intention  of  the 
prisoner  in  taking  the  skins  from  the  wardiouse.  The 
jury  found  that  the  prisoner  did  not  intend  to  remove 
the  skins  from  the  tannery  and  dispose  of  them  else- 
where, but  that  his  intention  in  taking  them  was  to  de- 
liver them  to  the  foreman,  and  to  get  paid  for  theat  as 


ceny. 
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if  they  were  his  own  work,  and  in  tlus  way  he  intended      ^  1849.  ^ 
the  skins  to  be  restored  to  the  possession  of  his  masters.     The  Qubbn 
The  jury,  under  the  direction  of  the  Court,  found  the     hollowat. 
prisoner  guilty. 

The  question  is,  whether  on  the  finding  of  the  jury 
the  prisoner  ought  to  have  been  conyicted  of  U«»ny. 

GiLBEBT  Henderson, 
Recorder  for  the  borough  of  LiverpooL 

Lowndes  J  for  the  prosecution. — ^It  is  submitted  that 
the  prisoner  is  guilty  of  larceny,  although  the  jury  have 
found  that  he  did  not  intend  to  remove  the  skins  from 
the  warehouse  and  dispose  of  them.  The  distinction 
between  this  case  and  that  of  Regina  v.  Webb  {a) 
is,  that  in  that  case  the  prisoners  were  chained  in  the 
indictment  with  stealing  copper  ore,  the  property  of  cer- 
tain persons  (the  adventurers) ;  but  it  was  proved  that 
it  was  never  taken  from  their  possession,  and  there  was 
no  intention  to  defraud  them,  although  that  happened 
to  be  the  consequence  of  the  act  Here  there  was  an 
intention  to  defraud  the  master;  and  it  is  submitted  that 
it  is  not  necessary  that  there  should  be  an  intention  to 
deprive  the  owner  permanently  of  his  property.  [Lord 
Denman,  C.  J. — Suppose  a  man  borrows  a  horse  from 
another  intending  to  return  it,  but  not  untU'  he  had  rid- 
den him  to  all  the  fairs  in  the  country;  would  that 
be  larceny?]  There  the  original  possession  would  be 
lawful.  Various  definitions  of  larceny  are  given  by  the 
old  writers.  It  is  defined  by  Bracten  {b)  to  be  ^^  frau- 
dulenta  contrectatio  rei  alieni  cum  animo  furandi,  invito 
illo  domino  cujus  res  ilia  fuerit."  By  Coke(c)  it  is 
defined  a  felonious  and  fraudulent  taking  and  carrying 
away,  by  any  man  or  woman,  of  the  mere  personal  goods 
of  another;  and  Blackstone  defines  it  to  be  ^^the  felo- 

(a)  1  Mood.  C.  C.  431 .       (b)  De  Coroni,  lib.  3,  c.  32,  fol.  150  b. 

(e)  3  Inst.  107. 
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1849.  nious  taking  and  carrying  away  of  the  personal  goods  of 
The  Queen  another."  The  definition  in  the  Mirror  is,  *^  Larcine 
HoLLowAY.  ^*  prisel  d'autre  moveable  corporelle  trecherousement 
contra  la  volenti  de  celui  a  qu'il  est :  pur  male  gaine  de 
la  possession  ou  del  use."  No  mention  is  there  made  of 
the  necessity  of  any  intention  wholly  to  deprive  the 
owner  of  the  property,  and  in  this  case  the  possesuon 
was  obtained  fraudulently,  and  the  effect  was  for  a  time 
to  deprive  the  owner  of  the  use  of  it. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — If  I  thought  that  this  was  now 
|in  open  question,  I  confess  there  are  many  reasons  for 
calling  this  offence  a  larceny.  It  is,  without  doubti  a 
depriving  the  owner  of  the  property,  though  but  for  a 
time,  and  there  is  nothing  but  the  intention  of  the  pri- 
soner, as  found  by  the  jury,  which  can  protect  him.  The 
case  I  put  regarding  the  borrowing  of  a  horse  is  a  very 
strong  case,  but  we  cannot  call  it  larceny,  although  the 
owner  may  be  deprived  of  his  property  for  a  time.  In 
late  cases  we  have  expressed  our  opinion  that  there  must 
be  an  intention  in  the  prisoner's  mind  wholly  to  deprive 
the  owner  of  his  property.  Now  here  the  prisoner's  acts 
prove  that  he  had  no  such  intention,  for  he  returns  the 
property  with  his  own  hands.  If  he  had  obtained  any 
money  he  might  have  been  indicted  for  obtaining  it  by 
false  pretences;  but  it  is  much  better  to  adhere  to  esta- 
blished rules,  and  we  must  say  that  this  is  not  larceny. 

Pa^rke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Upon  this 
finding  by  the  jury  we  are  bound  by  the  authorities  to 
say  that  this  is  not  a  larceny.  Various  definitions  have 
been  given  of  the  meaning  of  the  word  '' larceny,"  and 
they  all  agree  so  &r  as  is  necessary  to  decide  this  case. 
The  explanation  of  the  words  ^'  pur  male  gaine,"  from 
the  Mirror,  is  not  dear.  I  think  Mr.  East's  definition  the 
most  correct:  ^'The  wrongful  or  fraudulent  taking  and 
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carrying  away  by  one  person  of  the  mere  personal  goods  1849. 
of  another,  from  any  place,  with  a  felonious  intent  to  The  Qubsn 
convert  them  to  his  own  use  -and  make  them  bis  own  hoixowat. 
property,  without  the  consent  of  the  owner; "  2  East, 
P.  C.  553  ;  but  that  definition  is  defective,  because  the 
wrongful  taking  is  not  explained.  All  the  cases  on  the 
subject  shew  a  necessity  of  an  intention  wholly  to  de* 
priTe  the  owner  of  the  property;  but  here  the  intentioa 
was  merely  to  get  a  higher  reward  than  he  was  entitled 
to.  In  Beffina  v.  fFebb  the  prisoners  never  meant  to 
deprive  the  owner  of  the  property ;  and  unless  a  pri- 
soner has  the  intention  to  usurp  the  entire  dominion 
over  the  property,  and  wholly  to  deprive  the  owner  of 
it,  it  is  no  larceny.  The  remedy  for  the  apparent  absur- 
dity is  in  the  good  sense  of  a  jury,  who  are  never  in- 
clined to  put  faith  in  these  excuses,  unless,  as  here,  the 
fiicts  clearly  shew  an  intention  to  return  the  property. 

Alderson,  B. — ^I  cannot  distinguish  this  case  from 
that  of  Begina  v.  Webb* 

CoLERiDOE,  J.,  concurred. 

CoLTMAN,  J. — I  think  that  we  are  not  to  look  at  de« 
finitions  so  much  as  cases,  and  see  what  has  been  esta- 
blished as  necessary  ingredients  in  larceny.  I  think  it 
is  a  necessary  ingredient  that  there  should  be  the  inten- 
tion permanently  to  deprive  the  master  of  his  property. 

Conviction  reversed. 


VOL.  ni.  H  H  N.  8.  c. 
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Jan.  20.  The  Queen  r.  Robert  Wynn. 

A  person  em-         1  HE  prisoner  was  tried  before  me,  on  the  23rd  Au- 

jpoiuoffice'was  S^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  Central  Criminal Coart,  on  an  indictment 
charged  in  an  eharging  him  with  stealing,  whilst  ^nployed  in  the  Post- 
taining  two  Office,  two  post  letters,  containing  one  half-K^rown,  one 
with  stea]^,  sixpence,  three  postage  stamps,  and  two  sovereigns,  the 
JJ^J^^^^  property  of  her  Majesty's  Postnuuster-Geoeial  He  was 
poBt-oiBce  let-  employed  in  the  Post-Office,  and  his  duty  was  to  open 
Will.  4  &  1  the  bags  brought  to  the  particular  table  at  which  he  was 
The  jury  foand  P^^^<^5  take  out  the  letters>  and  separate  them.  The 
**"'  ^-tte?  Scarborough  bag,  which  contained,  amongst  others,  the 
miatake  in  the  two  letters  described  in  the  indictment,  was  brought  to 
letter  in  qnest  his  table.  He  Opened  it,  took  out  all  the  letters,  and 
^^^^^  put  them  on  the  table  before  him;  twenty  or  thirty 
^**-h' h°"*'  to  bags  were  opened  on  the  same  table  by  the  prisoner  at 
poaed  penalty  the  same  time,  and  the  letter  bills  of  the  several  bogs 
aucb  miatoke :  ^^^  ^7  ^"^  Spread  before  him  on  the  table.  It  then 
vei^dhof^uiitv  ''^^^*"^®  ^^^  ^^*y  *^  separate  the  registered  letters  and 
ought  to  be       unpaid  letters  from  the  unregistered  paid  letters,  fold 

entered. 

the  registered  letters  in  the  bills,  and  place  them  in 
a  drawer.  In  the  course  of  this  separation  he  put  two 
unregistered  letters  in  one  of  the  letter  bills,  and  some 
of  the  registered  letters  in  their  respective  bills  in  the 
drawer,  from  which  he  afterwards  gave  them  to  the 
register  clerk,  to  check  the  bills  containing  thenu  He 
afterwards  put  the  rest  of  the  registered  letters  in  the 
drawer,  and  carried  them,  when  collected,  to  there^ster 
clerk.  When  he  had  done  so  he  returned  towards  his 
table,  and  went  to  a  water-closet.  He  was  observed  to 
hold  in  his  hand  what  appeared  to  be  a  bill,  folded  over 
letters ;  was  followed ;  and  afler  he  had  placed  himself, 
with  his  breeches  down,  on  the  seat  of  the  water-closet, 
was  observed  to  put  his  hands  between  his  legs.     He 
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was  immediatelj  taken  into  custody.     On  his  coming        1849. 
firom  the  water-closet,  the  two  letters,  sealed  and  un-    The  Qusbk 
opened,  lay  on  the  paper  contained  in  the  pan.  Wtnn. 

'^  It  appeared  in  evidence,  that  if,  through  neglect,  the 
letters  were  not  accurately  sorted,  the  person  guilty  of 
such  neglect  was  lifkble  to  be  punished. 

*'  The  jury  found  that  the  prisoner,  haying  committed 
a  mistake  in  the  sorting  of  the  letters  in  question, 
secreted  them  in  the  water-closet,  in  order  to  avoid  the 
supposed  penalty  attached  to  such  mistake.  Upon  this 
verdict  the  judgment  has  been  respited. 

«T.  J.PLATr"(a> 

BaHanime,  for  the  prisoner. — The  indictment  in  this 
case  is  not  brought  up,  but  it  may  be  stated  that  there 
were  two  counts  in  it.  The  first  charged  the  prisoner 
with  stealing  a  post  letter,  and  the  second  with  secret- 
ing it,  under  statute  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict,  c  36,  s.  26. 
Upon  the  finding  of  the  jury,  it  is  submitted  that  the 
prisoner  ought  not  to  be  convicted  on  the  first  count ; 
for,  even  snp{K>sing  that,  on  the  authority  of  Regina  v. 
Jones  (6),  and  Regina  v.  Prwett  (c),  it  were  to  be  decided 
that  the  avoidance  of  the  supposed  penalty  was  a  suffi- 
cient Ittcri  causa,  yet  there  is  this  distinction,  that  in 
the  cases  where  it  has  been  held  that  lucri  causa  was 
not  a  necessary  ingredient,  the  taking  has  been  a  direct 
act  of  separation  of  the  property  from  the  master:  but 
in  this  case  it  is  constructive  only,  as  the  prisoner  ori- 
^nally  had  lawful  possession  of  the  letter;  and  if  a 
servant  takes  a  book  out  of  the  library  of  his  master, 
and  injures  it  in  reading,  he  could  not  be  convicted  of 
larceny  if  he  afterwards  destroyed  it,  for  the  purpose 
of  concealing  his  fault.     [Lord  Denman^  €»  J. — Sup- 

(a)  The  learned  Judge  was         {h)  1  Den.  C.  C.  188. 
present  in   court   during  the        (c)  Id.  103. 
aT;gunient. 

H  H  2 
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1849.  poeing  this  not  to  be  a  stealing,  how  do  you  get  over 
the  second  count?]  The  word  '^secrete''  being  found 
in  the  same  clause  with  the  words  **  steal  and  embezde," 
which  are  terms  known  to  the  law,  must  be  taken  to  be 
ejusdem  generis;  and  it  is  not  found  that  by  secreting  he 
intended  to  deprive  the  owner  of  the  property  in  them. 
He  might  have  done  it  for  the  purpose  of  delivery. 
Where  the  words  of  an  act  of  Parliament  are  general 
and  extensive,  the  charge  in  the  indictment  ought  to  be 
specific  Here  it  is  not  stated  for  what  purpose  he 
secreted  the  letter.  [^Parke,  B. — Can  you  take  this 
objection  after  verdict  ?]  Yes ;  the  allegation  does  not 
follow  the  words  of  the  statute.  [Lord  Denman^  C.  J. 
— That  is  on  the  record,  and  this  is  not  a  court  of  error.] 
On  the  finding  of  the  jury,  it  may  be  that  he  only 
secreted  it  for  a  temporary  purpose,  and  not  to  deprive 
the  owner  of  it. 

Clarksafiy  for  the  prosecution,  was  not  called  on. 

Lord  Dbkman,  C.  J. — I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that 
this  is  a  secreting  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  Par- 
liamept.  The  act  is  very  dear,  and  applies  to  a  class 
of  persons  who  have  dealings  with  poet-office  letters,  and 
in  the  course  of  their  duty  have  large  amounts  of  pro- 
perty in  their  hands.  Such  persons  are  not  to  secrete 
any  letters  for  any  purpose  whatever;  and  it  is  not 
necessary  to  state  in  the  indictment  for  what  purpose 
the  letter  was  secreted.  The  prosecutor  may  not  know 
it ;  and  this  is  in  accordance  with  Beffina  v.  Doufflas{a), 
where  the  objection  was,  that  the  indictment  was  bad, 
because  it  did  not  state  under  what  circumstances  or 
to  whose  use  the  money  was  received.  I  am  also  of 
opinion  that  this  was  a  larceny.     We  are  to  look  at  all 

(a)  16  L.  J.,  Q.  B.,  376. 
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the  circumstances  of  the  case.     This  man  had  taken      ^1849.^ 

a  letter  to  a  private  place^  and  dropped  it  in  such  a  way    The  Qubsk 

that  in  all  human  probability  it  would  have  disappeared       wtnn. 

for  ever.     Induced  by  a  purpose  of  his  own,  he  deprives 

the  owner  of  it,  and  secretes  it  in  such  a  manner  that 

the  owner  was  almost  certain  to  be  deprived  of  it  for 

ever.     The  object  was,  that  it  should  not  be  found. 

The  asportavit  took  place  as  soon  as  he  parted  with  the 

letter ;  and  I  think  that  the  count  for  larceny  would 

have  been  suflScient 

Pabks,  B.,  and  Aldbrson,  B.,  concurred. 

Platt,  B. — I  think  that  the  words  '^for  any  pur- 
pose" were  introduced  into  the  act  of  Parliament  to 
prevent  any  assignable  motive  being  set  up  as  a  defence 
by  a  person  who  was  proved  to  have  secreted  a  letter* 

Colebidgb,  J.,  and  Coltman,  J.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  Crown. 


END  OF  HILARY  TERM. 
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Feb.  1.  The  Queen  v.  Blanshabd  and  Others. 

Where  an  ap.  MaNDAMUS.— The  writ  recited,  that,  on  the  4th 

been  made  to  February,  1847,  a  complaint  was  made  to  the  defend- 

ivmnant  of  re.  ^^^  being  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  East  Riding  of 

movai  on  com-  f^Q  county  of  York,  by  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the 

plaint  of  the  .                              •'           ,         ,                  ... 

oveneen  of  a  township  of  Hutton  Cranswick,  in  the  said  ridings  that 

Sad  beenproT-  Samuel  Dickenson,  with  hb  seven  diildrai,  had  come  to 

pttimerhad  wttJe,  and  were  then  inhabiting  in  the  said  township, 

bo«i  resident  not  having  resided  there  lor  five  years,  exduBively  of 

years  next  be-  the  time  from  the  said  five  years  to  be  excluded  accord- 

Mtion,  bnt^had  ^°o.  ^  ^^^  ^^^"^  ^^  ^^  Statute  in  such  case  made  and 

)Zt1^^  provided,  nor  having  gained  a  legal  settlement  there, 

wards  of  six  nor  produced  a  certificate  acknowledging  any  of  them  to 

from 'that  pa-  be  settled  elsewhere,  and  that  they  were  then  actudly 

from"par£jr^^  chargeable  to  the  said  township,  and  that  the  parish  of 

W^  and  tiie  Watten,  in  the  said  ridinir,  was  the  place  of  their  last 

jostioes,  mis-  ®                      ^ 

oonstming  the  legal  settlement ;  and  that  on  the  above  day  the  same 

Vict.  c.  66,  came  on  to  be  heard;  and  that  the  defendants  were  then 

complaint'*"  and  there  required  to  receive  the  said  complaint,  and  to 

this  Court  re-  hear  and  determine  the  merits  thereof,  and  adjudicate 

fused  to  com-  .                          , 

pel  them,  by  thcreon ;  but  that  they,  well  knowing  the  premises,  but 

h^  the  «>m.  ^^^  regarding  their  duty  in  that  behalf,  then  and  there 

SWnt,  M  tlicy  wholly  neglected  and  refused  to  receive  the  said  com- 

adjarisdiction  , 

over  the  sab-  plaint,  and  to  hear  and  determine  the  merits  thereof,  and 

and  had  ezer-  to  adjudicate  thereon,  and  then  and  there  dismissed  the 

thon^'wronr-  ^'*"^®  without  hearing  the  merits  thereof.     The  writ 


HILARY  VACATION,  12  VICT.  419 

then  commanded  the  defendants  to  proceed  to  receive        1849. 
the  sidd  complaint,  and  bear  and  determine  the  merits    The  Qvekh 
thereof^  and  adjudicate  thereon.  BLANSHiiaD. 

Ketiim. — That  on  the  said  4th  February  jbhe  above- 
mentioned  complaint  was  made  and  came  on  at  the 
petty  sessions ;  and  that  the  said  complaint  was  an  ap- 
plication for  a  warrant  for  the  removal  of  the  said 
Samuel  Dickenson  and  his  seven  children;  and  that 
the  said  complainants  did  not  allege  the  said  children,  or 
any  of  them,  to  be  removable  from  the  said  township, 
otherwise  than  along  with  their  father;  and  ^'  we  do 
most  humbly  further  certify,  that  we  did  then  and  there 
receive  the  said  complaint  and  application,  and  hear  the 
merits  thereof;  and  that  on  the  said  bearing  it  was 
made  to  appear  to  us,  in  due  course  of  law  and  by 
the  admission  of  the  said  complainants,  that  the  said 
Samuel  Dickenson,  at  the  time  of  the  said  application, 
was  residing  with  his  children  in  the  said  township  of 
Hutton  Cranswick,  and  that  he  had  been  then  residing 
without  interruption  for  the  space  of  ten  years  next 
before  the  said  application,  but  that  for  the  space  of  six 
years  and  upwards  next  before  the  said  application  the 
said  Samuel  Dickenson  had  been  in  the  constant  receipt 
of  relief  for  the  earlier  and  greater  part  of  the  said  space 
of  six  years  and  upwards,  from  the  parish  of  Watten,  in 
the  said  riding,  and  for  the  residue  of  the  said  space  of 
six  years  and  upwards,  that  is  to  say,  ever  since  the 
month  of  December,  a.  d.  1846,  from  the  said  town- 
ship of  Hutton  Cranswick ;  and  that  we  did  thereupon 
then  and  there  decide,  that  the  said  Samuel  Dickenson 
and  his  said  children  were  respectively  then  irremove- 
able  firom  the  said  township  of  Hutton  Cranswick;  and 
we  did  then  and  there  dismiss  the  said  complaint  and 
application  on  the  merits  thereof;  so  that,  having  already 
received  the  said  complaint,  and  heard  and  determined 
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'1849.        the  merits  thereof,  and  adjudicated  thereon  as  aforesaid. 
The  QvBiN     we  are  unable  to  obey  the  said  writ." 
Blavsham         Plea- — ^Demurrer,  assigning  various  causes.     Joinder 
iudemurrer. 

Amongst  the  points  for  argument,  and  upon  which 
the  decision  was  given,  was  the  following :  that  it  ap- 
pears upon  the  £sice  of  the  return,  that  the  defendants 
did  hear  and  determine  the  complaint  on  the  merits. 

When  the  case  came  on,  the  Court  called  upon  BUsi 
to  support  the  objections  to  the  return. 

BUSS. — The  return  is  insufficient.    It  is  clear,  from 
'  the  decision  in  Regina  v.  Christchurch{a),  that  the  pro- 

viso in  the  statute  9  &  10  Vict  c  66,  is  retrospective, 
and,  therefore,  that  the  justices  were  wrong  in  the  de- 
cision which  they  gave.  Justices  are  empowered  by 
statutes  13  &  14  Car.  2,  c  12,  and  35  Greo.  3,  c.  101, 
to  remove  paupers,  upon  complaint  of  the  overseers 
of  the  poor,  that  they  have  come  to  inhabit  in,  and 
are  actually  chargeable  to,  the  parish :  but  certain  re- 
strictions are  imposed  by  a  subsequent  statute,  9  &  10 
Vict  c  66;  and  it  is  submitted,  that  the  justices  hav- 
ing put  a  wrong  construction  upon  this  latter  statute, 
and,  in  consequence,  having  dismissed  the  complaint, 
have  decided  upon  a  preliminary  objection,  and  that  a 
mandamus  ought  to  issue  to  compel  them  to  hear  the 
case  upon  the  merits ;  they  have  declined  the  authority 
with  which  they  were  invested  by  the  statute  of  Car.  2, 
under  a  mistaken  notion  that  the  case  fell  within  the 
statute  of  Victoria.  Many  cases  have  been  decided 
where  this  Court  has  granted  a  mandamus  when  the 
sessions  have  refused  to  try  an  appeal,  on  the  ground 

(a)  Ante,  p.  820. 


HILARY  VACATION,  12  VICT.  421 

that  it  has  not  been  entered  at  the  proper  sessions:  1849. 
Bex  V.  1^  Justices  ofEssex{a)y  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  The  Qdun 
Surrey  (b\  Bex  v.  The  Justices  of  Kent  {c);  or  thatcer-  blawshabd. 
tain  notices  haye  not  been  given :  Bex  y.  The  Justices  of 
Norfolk  (d),  Bex  Y.  The  Justices  of  Hertfordshire  (e).  In 
Bex  y*  The  Justices  of  Kent  (f)  the  matter  arose  pre-  • 
ciselj  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  present  case.  There 
the  justices  at  sessions  had  refused  to  entertain  an  ap- 
plication hj  the  journeymen  millers,  on  the  mistaken 
ground  that  the  statutes  5  Eliz.  c  4,  and  1  Jac  I,  c  6, 
which  were  continued  hj  the  stat.  16  Car.  1,  c.  4,  s.  2, 
(under  which  the  application  was  made),  did  not  include 
the  case  of  journeymen.  A  mandamus  was  granted,  and 
Lord  JEUenborot^hy  C.  J.,  said,  that  it  was  evident  that 
the  magistrates  had  never  exercised  their  discretion  at 
all  upon  the  question  whether  the  application  was  fit  to 
be  granted  or  not,  but  appear  to  have  considered  that 
they  had  no  jurisdiction  to  hear  it,  therefore  they  could 
not  be  said  to  have  already  heard  the  application.  So, 
in  Bex  y.  Cohhester  {g)^  a  mandamus  was  granted  to 
compel  the  sessions  to  hear  an  appeal  against  the  oyer- 
seers'  accounts,  which  they  had  refused  to  hear,  on  the 
ground  that  they  had  no  jurisdiction,  because  the  ac- 
counts had  not  been  examined  or  allowed  at  a  special 
sessions,  pursuant  to  50  Geo.  3,  c.  49.  In  Bex  v.  The 
Justices  of  Gloueestershire(Ji)f  the  sessions  refused  to 
hear  an  appeal  by  one  overseer  against  the  accounts  of 
the  other,  on  the  ground  that  they  were  joint  overseers^ 
and  that  the  appellant  ought  to  have  dissented  from  the 
accounts,  either  at  the  vestry  or  before  the  magistrates ; 
but  this  Court  granted  a  mandamus,  and  Lord  Tenierden, 


(a)  IB.ScA.  210.  (e)  4  B.  &  Ad.  661. 

(b)  1  M.  &  S.  479.  (/)  14  East,  396. 

(c)  8  B.  &  C.  639.  (^)  6  B.  &  A.  636. 

(d)  6  B.  &  Ad.  990.  (h)  1  B.  &  Ad.  1. 
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1849.  C.  Jo,  said  that  the  appeal  had  not  been  heard,  and  that 
TIm  Qubbn  the  grounds  of  the  refusal  were  insufficient.  And  in  Bex 
BLAvtHAKD.  ^'  ^'^  JuiUcet  of  Cumberland  (o),  where,  on  complaint 
against  a  party  charged  as  a  Tagiant,  for  refusing  to 
maintain  his  wife,  he  denied  the  marriage,  and  the  com- 
plainants  offered  evidence  of  a  Gretna  Oreen  marriage^ 
but  the  justices  refused  to  hear  it,  this  Court  granted  a 
mandamus.  Bex  ▼.  T^  Juttwee  of  fForce$terMre{b), 
is  a  far  stronger  case  than  the  present,  for  there  the 
Court  granted  a  m|mdamus  to  the  justices  to  hear  and 
determine  a  complaint  against  the  ootgaing  overseers^ 
for  not  ddiyering  an  account  of  their  disbursements, 
pursuant  to  the  17  6eo.  2,  c  38,  when  the  justices  had 
decided  that  they  had  no  authority,  inasmuch  as  an 
account  had  been  rendered,  though  not  such  as  was 
required  by  the  statute* 

B.  Hall,  in  reply* — The  cases  cited  on  the  other  side 
are  not  applicable,  as  they  are  not  cases  of  a  wrong 
decision,  but  a  declining  of  juriadiction.  This  is  a  case 
of  a  wrong  decision  in  the  course  of  their  inquiry  into 
a  matter  over  which  they  had  jurisdiction.  Before  the 
justices  are  authorised  to  grant  an  order  ct  r^noval^ 
they  must  be  satisfied  upon  four  points,  all  of  which  go 
to  the  merits  of  the  case,  and  are  not  preliminary  to  the 
inquiry:  that  the  pauper  is  resident  in  the  pariah; 
that  he  is  chargeable ;  that  he  is  remoyable,  and  that  he 
has  gained  a  settlement  in  another  parish.  If  it  were 
eet  up  before  the  justices  that  the  pauper  was  irremoTe* 
able  by  reason  of  an  estate,  and  the  justices  were  to 
decide  upon  that,  this  Court  would  not  gnmt  a  man* 
damns.  That  disposes  of  the  cases  where  the  sessions 
have  refused  to  hear  an  appeal  where  certain  entries 
have  not  been  made  or  notices  given.     In  Bex  v.  7%^ 

<a}  4  Ad.^  £.  695.  (5)  3  D.  &  R.  209. 
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Justices  of  Cumberland  {a)f  if  the  justices  had  gone  into        1849. 
the  question  of  marriage,  and  had  decided  wrongly,    timQcbbn 
this  Court  would  not  haye  interfered    It  can  make  no    BLAKMAmD 
difference  whether  the  justices  have  dismissed  a  case  on 
a  wrong  decision,  on  a  fact,  or  on  a  point  of  law. 
Thusi,  in  Bex  y.  Frieeton  (5),  where  an  objection  was 
made  during  the  trial  of  an  appeal,  to  tiie  reception  of 
a  particular  piece  of  eyidence,  and  the  sessions  rgected 
it,  in  consequence  of  which  the  appeal  was  dismissed, 
this  Court  refused  to  interfere;  and  in  In  re  Pratt {c)y 
the  Court  would  not  grant  a  mandamus  where  the  mis- 
take made  by  tiie  sessions  (if  any)  was  one  of  law,  and  * 
they  had  not  granted  a  case. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — We  are  satisfied  that  they  had 
jurisdiction,  and  haye  exerdsed  it,  and  this  Court  will 
not  interfere. 

Pattbbon,  J. — Mr.  BUsif  argument  made  an  impres- 
sion upon  me,  and  I  did  think  at  first  that  this  was  a 
declining  to  act  on  the  part  of  the  magistrates ;  but 
I  now  enterttfin  a  different  opinion.  Chargeability  and 
complaint  are  sufficient  to  giye  the  magistrates  juris- 
diction under  the  statute  of  Car.  2 :  these  facts  were 
proyed  before  them,  and  they  entered  upon  the  ques- 
tion. In  tiie  course  of  the  inquiry,  it  was  submitted,  that, 
by  tiie  operation  of  stat.  9  &  10  Yict.  c.  66,  the  pauper 
was  irremoyable,  as  he  had  resided  in  the  respondent 
parish  more  than  fiye  years ;  and  the  magistrates,  mis- 
oonstruiog  the  statute,  were  of  that  opinion.  Under 
these  (nrcumstanoes,  they  cannot  be  said  to  haye  de- 
clined jurisdiction,  although  they  were  wrong  in  the 
construction  of  the  statute. 


(a)  4  Ad.  &  E.  605.  (h)  6  B.  &  Ad.  597. 

(c)  7  Ad.  &  E.  27. 
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1849. 


The  QvBEN 

V. 
BLANSRAmD. 


WiGHTMAN^  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  is 
not  a  declining  of  jurisdiction  on  a  point  preliminary 
to  the  inqniry  before  the  justices,  but  a  dedsion  upon 
a  point  affecting  the  real  merits  of  the  case.  If  we 
were  to  hold  that  this  was  not  a  decision  on  the  merits, 
it  would  be  difficult  to  say  what  is  so.  Since  the  statute 
of  Victoria,  removability  is  an  important  part  of  the 
merits  of  a  case. 

Mandamus  quashed. 


A  company 
was  empow- 
ered to  oon- 
stnict  a  bridge 
across  the 
Thames,  to 
parchase  land 
to  make  ap- 
proaches, and 
to  demand  a 


F^,  2.        The  Queen  v.  The  Hammebsboth  Bridge  CoBCPAinr* 

XjY  a  certain  assessment^  made  on  the  4th  April, 
1845y  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Ham- 
mersmith, the  Hammersmith  Bridge  Company  were 
rated  upon  the  sum  of  475^,  as  the  net  rateable  value 
of  the  moiety  of  the  Hammersmith  Suspension  Bridge, 
with  the  appurtenances,  against  which  assessment  the 
*^'^{*  ■?^'*"*  company  duly  appealed,  and  at  the  general  quarter 
whoUy  on  the  scssiens  for  the  peace  holden  for  the  county  of  Aliddle- 
the  ^ds,  m*  862  ^^  '^^  ^^  amended  by  striking  out  the  said  sum 
oI^LdetT^f  ^^  ^^^^'  ^^  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  sum  of  360i, 
the  bridge  was    subject  to  the  Opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 

— ansh  B>> 

the  other     upon  the  following  case : — 

By  an  act  of  Parliament,  passed  in  the  5th  Geo.  4, 
amended  by  another  act  passed  in  the  9th  Geo.  4,  cer- 
tain persons  were  incorporated,  under  the  title  of  the 
IL  The  whole  Hammersmith  Bridge  Company,  and  were  authorised 
WM  IroUwted  ^    *^  ®'^*  *  bridge  across  the  river  Thames,  from  the 

on  the  bridge : 

— HeM,  that  the  bridge  being  the  direct  source  of  rateable  Talae,  and  sitoate  in  equal 
moieties  in  the  two  parishes,  and  the  approaches  indirectly  condncing  to  produce  that  Tahie, 
that  such  rateable  ralue  was  to  be  mTided  equally  between  the  two  parishes,  and  not  in 
proportion  to  the  length  of  road  m  each  parish. 


moiety 

J 

in  pariah  B., 

aadi 

in  parish  H., 

sind  the  roads 

leading  to  the 

bridge  were  of 

greater  extent 
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hamlet  of  Hammersmith,  in  the  pariah  ^f  Fulham^  in 

the  county  of  Middlesex,  to  the  opposite  bank,  in  the 

parish  of  Barnes,  in  the  county  of  Surrey.    By  the  j^  HAiiM«a- 

66th  clause  of  the  first-mentioned  act,  the  company        smith 

Bridov  Co* 

were  authorised  to  make  proper  and  commodious  roads 
from  the  north  end  of  the  said  bridge,  to  communicate 
with  the  turnpike-road  or  street  at  Hammersmith  afore- 
said, and  ako  commodious  roads  to  make  a  communica- 
tion between  the  said  bridge  and  the  village  of  Barnes 
and  the  road  leading  from  London  to  Richmond,  which 
roads  the  company  were  directed  to  inclose  and  fence, 
and  at  all  times  to  keep  inclosed  and  fenced,  and  pro- 
perly repaired  and  maintained,  at  their  own  expense. 
And  it  was  enacted  that  the  bridge,  when  completed, 
should  be  a  public  bridge ;  and  the  half  of  the  bridge, 
when  buUt,  next  adjoining  to  the  county  of  Middlesex, 
should  be  deemed  to  be  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  and 
part  of  and  in  the  parish  of  Fulham;  the  other  half  of 
the  bridge,  adjoining  to  the  county  of  Surrey,  should  be 
deemed  to  be  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  and  part  of  and  in 
the  parish  of  Barnes.  In  pursuance  of,  and  according  to 
the  proTisions  of  the  acts  aboye  recited,  the  company  have 
erected  a  bridge  across  the  Thames,  and  have  formed, 
made,  and  fenced  in,  one  road,  from  the  north  end  of 
the  said  bridge,  commtmicating  with  the  turnpike-road 
or  street  at  Hammersmith,  which  road  is  situate  in  the 
parish  of  Hammersmith  ;  and  two  other  roads,  making 
a  communication  between  the  said  bridge  and  the 
village  of  Barnes,  and  the  road  leading  from  London 
to  Richmond,  which  two  other  roads  are  situate  in  the 
parish  of  Barnes ;  and  the  company  have  not  made  any 
other  roads  under  the  provisions  of  the  said  statute  9 
Geo.  4*  All  the  roads  have  been  formed  by  the  com- 
pany upon  lands  purchased  for  the  purpose,  and  they 
form  the  only  approaches  to  the  bridge. 
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1840.  The  bridge  and  the  imds  or  approaoheB  bdong  to 

The  QvKBN  ^®  company,  who  are  remunerated  for  their  use  hy 
The  H AiiMBR-  ^'^^^  ^^  specified  in  their  acts ;  and  ihej  are  author- 
•MiTH  ised  to  orect  toll-gates,  and  to  collect  a  portion  of  the 
tolls  on  the  roads,  for  the  roads  alone,  and  the  remainder 
on  the  bridge ;  or  to  take  the  whole  toll  for  the  bridge 
and  roads  in  one  snm,  at  any  place  or  any  part  of  the 
said  bridge  or  roads  which  they  may  appoint*  The 
tolls  which  the  company  are  entitled  to  take  under  thdr 
acts  have  hitherto  been  taken  at  one  gate,  which  is 
placed,  with  a  toU-honse,  at  the  entrance  on  the  bridge 
in  Hammersmith.  For  the  purposes  of  this  rate,  it  is 
admitted  that  one  moiety  of  the  bridge  is  in  ike  pariA 
of  Hammersmith,  and  the  other  moiety  in  the  pariah  of 
Barnes :  the  total  extent  of  the  three  roads  above 
described  is  in  length  6006  yards,  of  which  length  678 
yards  are  in  the  parish  of  Hammersmith,  and  5328 
yards  are  in  the  parish  of  Barnes.  The  sum  of  720^  is 
found  by  the  sessions  to  be  the  total  amount  of  the 
net  rateable  tbIuc  at  which  the  company  ought  to  be 
assessed  in  the  two  parishes,  such  value  being  based 
upon  the  amount  of  tolls  actually  received,  after  making 
all  lawful  deductions  and  allowanoes,  amongst  which  is 
the  cost  of  maintaining  the  roads  above  described.  It 
is  agreed  that  the  acts  of  Parliament  herein  recited  are 
to  be  considered  as  forming  part  of  this  case,  and  may 
be  referred  to  accordingly  by  either  party. 

The  question  for  this  Court  is,  how  the  total  amount 
of  the  net  rateable  value  at  which  the  company  is 
assessed  ought  to  be  divided  between  the  parishes  of 
H.  and  B.  If  this  Court  should  be  of  ofunion  that  it 
^ould  be  divided  in  equal  moieties,  the  alterati(m  made 
by  the  sessions  is  to  stand  confirmed.  If  this  Court 
should  be  of  opinion  that  it  should  be  divided  in  propor- 
tion to  the  quantity  of  land  occupied  by  the  bridge  and 


UCITH 

Baidob  Co. 
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roads  in  each  parish  respectivelj,  the  rate  is  to  be  for-        1B49. 
ther  amended  by  reducing  the  sum  of  S60L  to  the  sum     The  Quxbk 

ofiioi  ^J': 

PoMeg  and  Wilksy  in  support  of  the  order  of  sefr- 
8ionfi(a). — The  sesuons  have  ascertained  the  net  rateable 
talue  of  the  tolls  received  by  the  company,  which  is  the 
profit  produced  by  the  whole  undertaking.  This  Court 
will  not)  as  a  matter  of  law,  divide  the  amount  so  asoer-* 
tained  l^  a  mileage  calculation.  The  bridge,  where  the 
tolls  arereceiyedy  is  situate  partly  in  the  parish  of  Barnes 
and  partly  in  tiie  parish  of  Hammersmith ;  and  the  roads 
whidi  constitute  the  approaches  to  the  bridge,  although 
found  by  the  sessions  to  be  of  greater  extent  in  Barnes 
than  they  are  in  Hammersmith,  may  be  considered  as 
conducing  towards  the  earning  of  those  tolls,  in  the  same 
way  that  stations  conduce  to  the  profits  made  by  a  rail- 
way. The  sessions,  th^efore,  were  justified,  on  the 
principle  adopted  by  the  Court  in  Begma  y.  Mik  End 
Old  Tmm  (b),  in  dividing  the  rateable  value  equally  be- 
tween these  two  parishes.  In  Bex  v.  Lower  3£ittan{c)y 
ibe  Court  held  that  the  profits  derived  from  locks  on  a 
canal  were  to  be  considered  as  having  been  produced  in 
the  parishes  where  the  locks  were  situate,  and  not  in  the 
several  parishes  through  which  the  canal  passed  in  pro- 
portion to  the  length  of  the  canal  in  each  parish.  The 
subject  is  fully  explained  by  the  judgment  delivered  by 
Bayley,  J. 

Bodkin  and  Prentice,  contra. — These  trustees  were  em- 
powered to  build  a  bridge  across  the  Thames,  and  to 
purchase  land  to  make  the  requisite  approaches  to  such 
bridge.     The  toUs  are,  in  fact,  received  on  the  bridge^ 

(a)  Before  Lord  Denman,C.        {b)  Ante,  p.  13. 
J.,  Coleridgey  JVightmany  and         (c)  9  B.  &  C.  810. 
JErUyJs. 
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1849.        but  the  trostees  have  power  to  erect  toU'-gates  either  on 

The  QuiKir     ^®  bridge  or  on  the  roads  leading  to  the  bridge.     It  is 

The  HAifMn    ^^^^'^^  ^  ^7  ^ta*  extent  of  road  a  traveUer  passes 

•MiTH        over  in  approadung  the  bridge,  but  the  roads  are  essen- 
BaiooB  Co.      .  -        ,  .        «  ,        11        -I  1  1 

tial  totheeamingof  tnetoll;anathe  case  bears  a  strong 

analogy  to  the  case  otRegina  v.  The  Cambridge  0<u  lAght 
Company  {a)y  where  the  Court  held  the  company  were 
rateable  as  occupiers  of  the  land  in  the  different  parishes, 
and  that  the  rateable  amount  was  to  be  distributed 
among  the  different  parishes,  in  proportion,  not  to  the 
payments  made  for  lights  in  the  respective  parishes,  but 
to  the  quantity  of  land  occupied  by  the  apparatus  in  each 
parish.  In  Rex  y.  Woldng  (ft),  where  the  tolls  on  a  canal 
were  the  same  throughout  the  line,  the  same  prindple 
was  adopted.  Those  cases  haye  neyer  yet  been  oyer- 
ruled,  and  the  principle  there  laid  down  has  only  been 
departed  from  in  instances  like  Begina  y.  MUe  End  OH 
Town  (c),  where  the  particular  facts  of  the  case  sanc- 
tioned such  departure. 

Cur.  adv.  yult 

Lord  DfiNMAN,  C.  J.,  now  deliyered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court — This  case  is  to  be  decided  by  the  application 
of  the  principle  for  apportioning  rateable  yalue  where 
the  rateable  subject  producing  such  yalue  is  situate  in 
several  districts.  If  the  entirety  of  the  work  can  be 
divided  into  two  parts,  the  first  directly  producing  the 
yalue,  and  the  second  indirectly  conducing  to  such  pro- 
duction, such  division  should  be  made.  Then  all  the 
expenses  incidental  to  the  second  part,  including  the 
rates  to  which  it  may  be  liable,  being  deducted  fiom  the 
gross  proceeds,  and  the  net  rateable  value  having  been 
ascertained,  such  rateable  value  is  to  be  apportioned 
among  the  districts  in  which  the  first  part,  namely,  the 

(a)  8  Ad.  &  E.  73.        (h)  4  Ad.  &  £.  40.         (c)  Ante,  p.  13. 
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part  directly  producing  the  value,  is  situate,  in  the  ratio  1849. 
of  the  portion  of  that  value  produced  in  each  district,  fj^  Qukin 
The  bridge  itself  is  the  direct  source  of  the  rateable  -^  up- 
value, the  passage  over  the  river  being  that  which  is  smith 
paid  for.  The  approaches  indirdttly  conduce  to  that 
{HToduction,  and  would  probably  be  valueless  if  the  bridge 
were  taken  away.  The  bridge,  then,  being  the  direct 
source  of  rateable  value,  and  the  net  rateable  value  being 
duly  ascertained,  such  net  value  is  to  be  divided  between 
the  two  parishes  in  which  the  bridge  is  situate,  in  the 
ratio  of  the  value  produced  in  each  parisL  Now,  as  the 
value  arises  from  the  transit  afforded  by  the  bridge,  and 
as  every  portion  of  the  line  of  the  bridge  contributes 
equally  to  produce  this  value,  the  rateable  value  must, 
therefore,  be  apportioned  among  the  parishes  according 
to  the  length  of  the  bridge  in  each  parish,  which  is  here 
in  equal  moieties.  The  approaches  stand  in  the  same 
relation  to  the  bridge  as  stations  and  warehouses  to  rail- 
ways, reservoirs  and  wharfs  to  canals,  aqueducts  and 
mains  to  water  supplies,  gasometers  and  mains  to  gas 
burners ;  and  the  principle  for  dividing  the  direct  from 
the  indirect  source  of  profit,  for  rating  the  indirect  source, 
and  for  apportioning  the  residuary  net  rateable  value 
among  the  districts  in  which  the  direct  source  was 
situate,  was  explained  in  Begina  v.  The  Inhabitants  of 
Mtk  End  Old  Town  (a). 

We  would  add,  that  this  judgment  is  confined  to  the 
net  rateable  value  which  is  assumed  to  be  correctly  ob- 
tained, and  has  no  reference  to  any  question  as  to  the 
lateability  of  the  approaches  themselves.  Therefore  the 
order  of  sessions  must  be  affirmed. 

Order  of  sessions  confirmed, 
(a)  Ante,  p.  IS. 

VOL.  m.  II  N.  s.  c. 
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Fd>.  8.  The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  Lancashire. 

Where  an  order  1N  Easter  Term  fet  Wkigham  had  obtained  a  rule 
tetUe^Dt  of  a*  <»lling  upon  the  justices  of  the  county  of  Lancaster  to 
lunatic  pauper    gjj^^  oause  whv  a  Writ  of  mandamus-  should  not  issue, 

to  be  in  a  pa-  '' 

riah  included  in  commanding  them  to  enter  continuances  and  hear  the 

also  directed  appeal  of  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor 

ttem^SiM**^  of  the  township  of  Keswick,  in  the  county  of  Cumber- 

of  the  anion  \siU'di   and  the  &:uaidians  of  the  Cockermouth  union. 

to  pay  certain  ,        *^ ,  ^  •        i»  -rr        •        • 

inms  for  hia  (within  whioh  said  union  the  township  of  Keswick  is 

&c.,  under  8'&  included),  agaiBst  an  order  under  the  hands  and  seals  of 

•.62^^"  ^^^  ^-  ^-  ^-  *°^  ^-  ^'  Eeqrs-,  two  of  her  Majesty's  jus- 

Held,  that  the  ticcs  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  county  of  Lancaster, 

OTeraeers  of 

the  pariah  and  bearing  date  the  28rd  September,  1847,  adjudicating  the 
onionmfght  settlement  of  the  pauper  to  be  in  the  township  of  Kes- 
enter  a  joint       wick,  and  whereby  the  treasurer  of  the  guardians  of  the 

appeal  against  . 

sneh  order.        Cockermouth  uniou  was  ordered  to  pay  to  the  treasurer 

of  the  Manchester  union,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster, 
the  siun  of  6/.  2$.  6iL  for  the  expenses  incurred  by  and 
on  behalf  of  the  last*mentioned  union,  in  and  about  the 
examination,  &c.  of  Daniel  Birkett,  a  pauper  lunatic,  and 
the  sum  of  20/.  Is.  6d,,  the  amount  paid  by  the  last- 
mentioned  treasurer  within  twelye  calendar  months  for 
the  reasonable  charges  of  maintenance,  &c  It  appeared 
from  the  affidavits  that  the  order  above  mentioned  was 
made  on  the  23rd  of  September,  1847 ;  and  that»  at  the 
general  quarter  sessions  for  the  county  of  Lancaster, 
held  on  the  10th  January,  1848,  an  appeal  against  the 
said  order,  by  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  Kee- 
wick  and  the  guardians  of  the  Cockermouth  union,  was 
entered  and  respited;  that,  on  the  11th  March,  1848, 
notice  and  grounds  of  appeal,  signed  by  the  said  church- 
wardens and  overseers,  and  the  said  guardians,  was 
served  on  the  overseers  of  the  township  of  Manchester, 
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and  on  the  derk  to  the  guardians  of  the  Manchester        1849. 
union;   that  the  appeal  came  on  to  be  tried  at  the    ^ Qons 
general  quarter  sessions  for  the  county  of  Lancaster,     t    *'' 
held  on  the  13th  April,  1848 ;  and  that,  on  objection  hkveAsnimm^ 
taken,  and  after  hearing  counsel  on  both  sides,  the  court 
of  quarter  ses6ibn»  decided  that  the  overseers  of  Keswick 
and  the  guardians  cf  the  Gockermouth  union  had  not  a 
joint  right  of  appeal,  and  dismiBsed  th^  appeal. 

It  appeared  also  from  the  affidavits  used  on  shewing 
cause  against  this  rule,  that,  after  the  court  of  quarter 
sessions  had  decided  that  there  was  no  joint  right  of 
appeal^  and  before  they  dismissed  the  said  appeal,  they 
stated  that  they  were  willing  to  hear  an  application  by 
the  counsel  for  the  appellants  to  amend  the  entry  of  the 
said  i^peal,  by  striking  out  the  names  either  of  the  said 
dnurchwardens  and  overseers,  or  of  the  said  guardians ; 
and  that  the  counsel  for  the  appellants  refused  to  make 
such  application.  The  affidavits  further  stated,  that  the 
township  of  Manchester,  to  which  the  pauper  lunatic 
had  become  chargeaUe,  and  from  which  township  he 
had  been  removed  to  the  lunatic  asylum,  is  situate 
wholly  within  the  borough  of  Manchester,  in  the  county 
of  Lancaster,  to  which  borough  a  charter  of  incorpora- 
tion was  granted  on  the  28th  October,  1838 ;  that  the 
said  borough  has  a  separate  court  of  quarter  sessions, 
and  is  presided  over  by  a  recorder ;  and  that  three  courts 
of  quarter  sessions  for  the  said  borough  have  been  hdd 
since  the  making  of  the  said  order,  in  September,  1847. 

Pashky  {a)  shewed  cause  (i). — ^The  question  turns 
upon  the  constructicm  to  be  put  upon  the  8  &  9  Vict. 

(a)  Before  Lord  Denmany  C.  by  the  borough  justices,  and 

J.,   CoUridge  and    Erhy    Js.  the  appeal  to  have  been  to  the 

PaUeiony  J.,  wm  absent.  borough  quarter  sessions ;  but, 

{h)  The  question  was  raised  as  the  Court  gave  no  opinion 

whether    the    original    order  on  this  point,  the  arguments 

ought  not  to  have  been  made  are  omitted. 

Il2 
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1849.        c  126,  8.  62.   That  section  enacts,  '^  that  the  guardianB 
TJ]^     of  any  union  or  parish,  or  the  overseers  of  any  parish, 
••  township^  or  place  affected  by  such  order,  may  appeal 

l^iw>A«»w»«-  against  the  same,  in  like  manner  as  if  the  same  were  a 
warrant  of  removal ;"  but  that  must  mean,  that  where 
the  guardians  appeal  they  alone  must  do  so,  or  where 
the  overseers  appeal  they  alone  must  be  the  appellants ; 
otherwise  this  inconvenience  would  arise,  that  both  might 
bring  different  appeals;  and  the  argument  on  the  otiier 
side  amounts  to  this,  that  the  appeal  must  be  joint. 

Whigham,  contnL — The  intention  of  this  section  was 
to  give  an  appeal  to  the  parties  who  are  affected  by 
the  order.  The  order  is  directed  to  the  guardians, 
and  they  are  to  pay  tiie  money,  and  the  setdement 
is  adjudicated  in  the  township.  The  guardians,  there- 
fore, and  the  overseers  are  botii  affected  by  it,  and  have 
a  joint  interest  in  quashing  it;  and  unless 'tiie  over- 
seers could  join  with  tiie  guardians  in  appealing  against 
the  order,  tiiey  would  be  precluded  from  contesting  the 
settlement. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court — This  was  a  rule  for  a  mandamus  to  tiie  jus- 
tices of  the  county  of  Lancaster,  to  enter  continuances, 
and  hear  and  determine  an  appeal  against  an  order 
'  adjudicating  the  settiement  and  directing  the  main- 
tenance of  a  lunatic  pauper.  The  order  is  made  adjudi- 
cating tiie  settiement  at  Keswick,  that  place  bdng  in 
a  union ;  and  it  is  directed  to  the  treasurer,  commanding 
the  payment  of  the  nudntenance-money.  The  magis- 
trates  appear  to  have  refused  to  hear  the  appeal,  because 
both  tiie  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  and  the 
guardians  of  the  union  have  joined  in  one  appeal,  as  the 
appellant  parties.     It  is  further  said,  on  one  side,  the 
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appeal  ought  to  haye  been  to  the  borough  quarter  sea-        1849. 
sions,  and  not  to  the  county ;  on  the  other,  that  the  order    ThTouMv 
ought  to  have  been  made  hj  the  borough  justices  in      r    ^'  ^ 
the  first  instance,  but  that,  having  been  made  by.  the   LAjfCAtHiRs. 
magistrates  of  the  county,  the  appeal  was  properly  made 
to  the  county  sessions.    It  is  not  necessary  for  us  at 
present  to  express  any  opinion  whether  the  original, 
order  was  rightly  made  by  the  county  magistrates ;  but, 
being  made  by  them,  the  appeal  was  clearly  to  the 
quarter  sessions  of  the  county ;  and  this  defect  in  the 
original  order,  if  any,  was  not  a  reason  for  refusing  to 
hear  the  appeal,  but  it  was  matter,  if  properly  raised, 
to  be  discussed  on  the  hearing;  nor,  indeed,  does  it 
appear  that  this  objection  was  insisted  on  at  the  ses- 
sions. 

The  question  in  this  case,  then,  is,  whether  the  ap- 
peal was  rightly  constituted  as  to  the  parties  joined. 
The  objection  was,'  not  so  much  that  either  the  guar- 
dians or  overseers  had  not,  prim&  facie,  a  ground  of 
appeal,  as  that  the  ground,  if  any,  was  not  joint,  and 
therefore  could  not  be  made  the  matter  of  a  joint  appeal 
Now,  the  appeal  in  this  case  included  not  only  an  appeal 
against  the  payment  of  the  maintenance-money,  but  also 
against  the  adjudication  of  the  settiement :  an  appeal  of 
this  sort  must  necessarily  do  so ;  in  fact,  the  liability  to 
tiie  former  must  depend  on  the  decision  as  to  the  latter : 
Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Middlesex  (a).  Both  the  parties 
appellant  were  necessarily  interested  in  the  decision  of 
both  parts  of  the  order.  The  treasurer  of  the  guardians, 
on  their  behalf,  was  clearly,  and  by  the  statute,  inter- 
ested to  appeal  against  the  payment  of  tiie  money; 
and,  if  so,  as  that  depended  on  the  settlement,  he  was 
interested  to  dispute  the  adjudication.  The  overseers 
were  clearly  interested  to  get  rid  of  the  settlement^  and 

(a)  2  New  Sees.  Cas.  661 ;  5D.&L.9. 


k 
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1849.         alao  the  payment  df  the  muntenance  depending  npoa 
llsdnsMc     ^^  >  b^^^iue,  when  tbdi  parish  settles  acooimta  with  the 

*■  trnioD,  the  burthen  would  ultimatelT  iall  on  their  late ; 

JnitloM  of 
LAKOAa>nM.   and,  therefore,  as  ^ther  party  might  have  appealed 

separately,  each  had  an  interest  in  the  whole  matter 

of  appeal.     We  can  see  no  ground  of  olgeotiou  to  the 

joinder  cf  botit  in  one  appeid,  and  therefore  the  role 

must  be  made  abeolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


Feb.  8.  The  Qtieen  t*.  The  Inhabitants  of  Bbbcom. 

Oiujiutteeof  -A.T  the  general  quarter  sessions  for  the  county  of 
J^^^StJ  Brecon,  held  on  the  19th  October,  1847,  Richard  Vena- 
Q«i' 3*"  *  59  ^^  D.D.,  one  of  her  Majesty'e  justices  of  the  peace  for 
topmenta  the  county  of  Brecon,  upon  his  own  view,  did  pre- 
being  out  of  re-  Sent  to  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  said 
tWom  o(  thT"'  county  of  Brecon,  at  such  sessions  assembled,  that  a 
■"■13  Geo.  3,  certain  part  of  a  certain  bridge  called  Gksbury  Bridge, 
f^renoe  to  Buch  part  of  the  said  bridge  being  in  such  presentment, 

weranibitiDr'  Stated  to  be  and  lie  in  the  parish  of  Glasbury,  in  the 
tothBM»t'«*  ^^  county  of  Brecon,  then  was  broken,  ruinous,  and  in 
&'<>.  z.  c.  as,     decay ;  and  that  the  Inhabitants  of  the  said  county  of 

oud  tlierefoie        _  ,  ,,  ,,  in. 

were  not  re-       Itrecou  ought  to  repair  and  amend,  when  and  soonen  as 
it  should  be  necessary. 

The  presentment  was  removed  into  this  Court  by 
certiorari,  and  a  rule  nisi  obt^ed,  calling  upon  the  pro- 
secutor to  shew  cause  why  such  presentment  should  not 
be  quashed  (a). 

(a)The6&6  WiU.  4^c.A0,  ways,  aa  well  for  the  g«ttii^ 

s,  22,  enacts,  "  That  the  several  of  materials  as  ths  prsTendng 

powers  and  authorities  henby  and  removing  of  all  uuissocea 

veated  in  the  surveyor  of  high-  and  anaoyances^  Aall  be  and 


pealed- 

on 

the  8^t. 

wm.  1, 

ropeal*d 
general  I 

Sic 
.so, 

n 
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Talfimrdj  Seijt,  and  Keating  shewed  cause  (tf ). — The 
etat.  13  Gea  3,  c  78,  s.  24,  gives  power  to  a  single  jus- 
tice to  make  presentment,  either  upon  his  own  view,  or 
upon  information  on  oath  by  the  surveyor,  of  any  bridge 
being  out  of  repair.  The  stat  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c  50,  s.  1, 
repeals  that  statute,  and  by  section  99  enacts,  *^  that, 
from  and  after  the  commencement  of  this  act,  it  shall  not 
be  lawful  to  take  or  commence  any  l^al  proceedings  by 
presentment  against  the  inhabitants  of  any  parish,  or 
other  person,  on  account  of  any  highway  or  turnpike^ 
road  being  out  of  repair.^  The  interpretation  clause 
(section  5)  enacts,  ^*  that  the  word  '  highways'  shall  be 
understood  to  mean  all  roads,  bridges,  (not  being  county 
bridges),  carriageways,"  &c  The  stat.  43  Geo.  3,  c.  59, 
being  an  act  to  remedy  certain  defects  relative  to  the 
building  and  repairing  of  county  bridges,  by  section  1, 
enacts,  ^'  that  the  several  penalties,  forfeitures,  matters 
and  things  in  the  said  act  (IS  Geo.  3,  c.  78)  contained, 
relating  to  highways,  shaQ  be  and  the  same  are  hereby 
extended  and  applied,  as  far  as  the  same  are  applicable,  to 
such  bridges,  and  the  roads  at  the  ends  thereof,  as  afore- 
said, as  fully  and  effectually  as  if  tiie  same,  and  every' 


1849. 

Inhabitants  of 
fiascoN. 


the  same  are  hereby  yested 
in  the  surveyor  of  county 
bridges,  and  the  roads  at  the  ends 
thereof,  repairable  therewith; 
and  the  neveral  penalties,  for- 
feitures, matters,  and  things  in 
this  act  contained,  relating  to 
highways,  shall  he  and  the 
same  are  hereby  extended  and 
applied,  as  &r  as  the  same  are 
applicable,  to  such  bridges,  and 
the  roads  at  the  ends  thereof, 
88  aforesaid,  the  said  surveyor 
or  snryeyors  of  county  hridges 
making  satisfaction  and  com- 
pensation for  all  trespass  and 
damage  dime   in   the   execu- 


tion of  the  powers  of  this  act, 
in  such  and  the  same  manner 
as  the  surveyors  of  highways 
are  required  to  make  under  the 
provisions  of  this  act. 

Section  99  enacts,  <<  That, 
from  and  after  the  commence- 
ment of  this  act,  it  shall  not  be 
lawful  to  take  or  commence  any 
legal  proceedings  by  present- 
ment against  the  inhabitants  of 
any  parish,  or  other  person,  on 
account  of  any  highway  or  turn- 
pike-road being  ont  of  repair.   . 

(a)  Before  Lord  Denmauy  C. 
J.,  PaUewn  and  WighttMny 
Js. 
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1849.        part  thereof,  were  herein  repeated  and  re-enacted.''  The 
lie  QuBKif    ®ff®c*»  therefore,  of  this  dauae  in  the  43  Gea  3  is  to 
1  hajJ'     n#   i°<5orporate  the  provisions  of  the  13  Geo.  3,  respecting 
BuooN.      county  bridges,  and  to  keep  them  alive,  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  if  they  had  been  particularly  mentioned.     This 
case  is  strictly  analogous  in  principle  to  Begina  v.  The 
InhabiiatUs  of  Merionethshire  (a)y  where  the  Court  held, 
that  the  clause  as  to  costs  in  the  stat.  13  Geo.  3,  c  78, 
was  substantively  re-enacted  in  the  stat.  43  Greo.  3, 
c.  59,  with  reference  to  county  bridges,  and  tiierefbre 
was  not  repealed  when  the  stat.  5  &  6  WilL  4,  c  50, 
repealed  in  general  terms  the  stat.  13  Greo.  3,  c  78. 

Alexander  and  WtUes^  in  support  of  the  mk. — The 
power  of  presentment  by  one  justice  was  first  given  by 
the  stat.  13  Geo.  3,  c  78  ;  and  section  24  applies  to  pre- 
sentments generaUy  of  highways,  and  of  all  bridges, 
without  any  distinction.  The  stat.  5  &  6  WilL  4,  c.  50,. 
repeals  the  stat  13  Greo.  3,  c  78,  entirely;  and  it  appears 
from  section  22  of  the  5  &  6  WilL  4,  c.  50,  that  the 
enactments  of  that  statute  are  applicable  to  county 
bridges  as  well  as  highways ;  and  section  99,  in  general 
terms  takes  away  the  power  of  presentment,  and  must 
be  taken  to  apply  to  both  county  bridges  and  highways. 
In  Dickinson's  Quarter  Sessions,  p.  232,  (ed.  1845),  it 
is  said,  that  *^  the  13  Geo.  3  is  repealed  by  the  5  &  6 
Will.  4,  c.  50 ;  so  that  the  power  of  a  justice  to  present 
any  bridge  is  gone."  In  Regina  v.  The  Inhabitants  of 
Merionethshire  (b\  all  the  judges  expressed  themselves 
as  having  considerable  doubt  in  coming  to  the  conclu- 
sion they  did ;  and  Mr.  Justice  Wilhams  says,  **  It  cer- 
tainly appears  strange,  that»  when  an  act  of  Parliament 
is  per  se  abolished,  it  shall  virtually  have  effect  through 
another  act"    When  the  stat.  43  Geo.  3,  c.  59,  passed, 

(a)  6  Q.  B.  843.  {h)  Ibid. 
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the  enactments  of  the  13  Geo.  3,  c  78,  were  in  foil  force        1849. 

and  effisct;  and  it  was  therefore  a  most  superfluous  act  ^  quebk 
on  the  partof  the  Legislature  to  re-enact  and  keep  alive  .*• 

powers  which  had  never  been  repealed.  .  Bmcon. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court — ^We  are  of  opinion  that  this  case  cannot  be 
distinguished  from  the  case  of  Begina  v.  The  InkabitanU 
of  Merianethihire{d).  The  point  there  established  was, 
that,  notwithstanding  the  repeal  of  the  statute  13  Geo.  3, 
c  78,  such  of  the  clauses  in  that  act  as  are  applicable 
are  still  to  be  taken  and  read  as  part  of  the  statute 
43  Gea  3,  c.  59,  which  is  not  repealed,  because  the 
Legislature  has  made  them  part  of  this  latter  act,  just 
as  much  as  if  they  were  actually  written  and  printed  in 
it  Now,  section  24  of  the  13  Geo.  3,  is  applicable  to 
county  bridges,  and  is  therefore  to  be  read  as  part  of  the 
43  Geo.  3,  and  gives  the  justices  power  to  present  such 
bridges.  The  99th  section  of  the  5  &  6  WilL  4,  c.  50, 
does  not  take  away  that  power,  because  the  word  *^  high- 
way" in  that  section  is,  by  the  interpretation  clause, 
(section  5),  limited  to  bridges  which  are  not  county 
bridges.  Neither  can  section  22  have  any  such  effect — 
that  is  to  say,  that  the  Legislature  intended  to  repeal 
so  much  of  the  43  Geo.  3  as  consists  of  clauses  incorpo- 
rated in  the  13  Gca  3.  That  section,  (the  22nd)  was 
necessary,  in  order  to  apply  the  provision  of  the  5  &  6 
WilL  4,  as  to  surveyors  of  highways  and  other  matters, 
to  county  bridges;  since  it  will  be  found,  on  comparison 
of  the  13  Gea  3  and  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  different  powers 
and  provisions  are  contained  in  each;  and  unless  such  a 
clause  as  section  22  had  been  introduced,  the  new  powers 

» 
(a)  6  Q.  B.  343. 
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and  proTiraons  of  the  5  &  6  Will.  4  would  not  hard 
been  applicable  to  county  bridges  under  tbe  43  Geo.  3, 
,  c  59.  So  far  BS  the  proviBions  of  the  5  &  6  WilL  4, 
c  50,  applicable  to  county  bridges,  are  inconnstent  wiUi 
those  of  the  13  Geo.  3,  umilarlj  applicable  to  counties, 
the  latter  would  repeal  the  former,  both  being  Tutoally 
incorporated  in  the  43  Geo.  3.  Thia  particular  provi- 
aioQ  as  to  county  bridges  is  not  touohed  by  any  enact- 
ment of  the  5  &  6  Will.  4.  Judgment  will  be  for  the 
Crown,  diechai^ing  the  rale  for  quaiiung  the  jHWent- 
ment 

Bole  cHacharged. 


JW.  8.  LiNFORD  V.  FiTZROY. 

1  HIS  was  an  action  on  the  case  against  a  ma^strate 
of  the  county  of  Norfolk,  for  refusing  to  admit  the 
plaintiff  to  bail.  The  declaration  recited,  that,  on  the 
16th  of  December,  1845,  the  plaintiff  was  brought  be- 


Thedntjofi 
nugUtme  in 
milmiuing  to 
bail  ■  penoa 
chargttd  vjth 


da»';sad  ^^^^  ^^^  defendant,  on  a  charge  of  assaulting  a  coa- 

tfacraTare  in  stable  in  the  execution  of  bia  duty,  and  that  the  pluntiff 
action  will  not  _  .  . 

lie  isBlnn  him  was  committed  to  a  cert^n  house  of  correction  till  he 

BdDk  aanh  per.  should  be  discharged  by  due  course  of  law,  by  warruit 
irith^anpnxir  "°*^®''  ^^  ^a^oA  and  seal  of  the  defendant ;  that  two 
of  iiuliEe(«).  sufficient  bondsmen  did,  in  the  presence  of  the  defend- 
ant, offer  to  be  bul  for  the  appearance  of  the  plaintliF 
to  tokehia  trial,  which  it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant 
to  have  accepted.  Nevertheless,  the  defendant,  being 
such  justice  as  aforea^d,  not  regarding  his  duty  in  that 
behalf,  but  contriving  and  wrongfully  intending  on- 
juaUy  to  aggrieve   and   oppreas   the  pluntiff  in  that 


(a)  See  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  23. 


\ 


HILARY  VACATION,  12  VICT.  439 

behalf,  absolatdyj  uslawfiilly,  and  maliciotialj,  and  1849. 
without  reasonable  and  probable  cause  or  ground  what- 
soever, then,  and  on  each  of  those  days  and  times  re- 
spectiyely,  refused  to  take  and  accept  the  security  so 
offered  as  aforesaid,  or  any  other  security  whatsoever, 
for  the  appearance  of  the  plaintiff  to  take  his  trial  on 
the  charge  aforesaid,  in  the  said  warrant  mentioned,  and 
reftised  to  liberate  the  plaintifl^  whereby  and  by  reason 
of  the  premises  the  plaintiff  was^  on  the  16th  of 
Februai^,  1846,  committed  to  prison,  and  detained 
there  for  the  space  of  thirty-three  days,  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  first,  not  guilty,  by  statute ; 
secondly,  tender  of  the  sum  of  £5  as  amends.  Befdicar 
tion — ^Damages  ultriU 

The  case  was  tried  before  Alderson,  B.,  at  the  Sum- 
mer Assises  for  the  county  of  Norfolk,  1846,  when  a 
verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first  issue,  and 
for  the  defendant  on  the  second.  The  jury  also  found 
that  the  defendant  did  refuse  sufficient  bail,  but  that  he 
did  not  act  maliciously.  It  appeared  in  evidence,  that 
a  relative  of  the  plaintiff  went  to  the  house  of  the 
defendant  the  day  after  the  plaintiff  was  committed,  and 
asked  the  defendant  if  he  would  grant  bail  for  the  plain- 
tiff;  the  defendant  said,  ^'  No,  he  would  not  ;**  he  said, 
*^  The  plaintiff  had  asked  him  to  take  bail  when  he  was 
before  him,  and  he  said  he  would  not;"  and  being  again 
requested  at  that  time,  he  said,  ^'  I  decline  altogether  to 
grant  bail"  On  the  2nd  of  March,  the  same  person, 
accompanied  by  two  persons  who  were  willing  to  be  bail 
for  the  plaintiff,  called  upon  the  defendant,  and  asked 
him  if  he  would  receive  these  bondsmen  for  tlie  plain- 
tiff, when  he  refused  altogether  to  do  so  (a). 

In  Michaelmas  Term,  1846,  a  rule  was  obtained, 

(a)  It  appeared  the  plaintiff  ground  that  the  defendant  said 
had  ahsconded  on  a  previous  he  would  not,  under  any  cir- 
occasion,  and  it  was  on  that    cumstances,  accept  hail. 


1 
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1349^        calling  on  the  defendant  to  shew  cause  Why  there  dionld 
7    -  not  be  a  new  trial  for  misdirection,  on  the  eround  that 

LiNFORO  ,  ° 

V.  it  was  not  necessary,  in  order  to  support  the  action,  to 

prove  express  malice  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  (a). 

Bramwell  and  Fitzpatnck  shewed  cause  (&). — The 
power  of  a  magistrate  to  admit  a  person  to  bail  is  dis- 
cretionary ;  and  the  jury  having  negatived  the  allegation 
in  the  declaration  that  the  defendant  acted  maliciously, 
there  is  no  authority  for  holding  a  magistrate  liable  f<»r 
a  nonfeasance  who  has  not  acted  maliciously.  In  Hawk. 
P.  C,  b.  2,  c.  15,  s.  54,  (ed.  1795),  it  is  sud, ''  It  seems, 
that  wherever  justices  of  peace  have  jurisdiction  of  a 
crime,  they  may  bail  the  person  indicted  before  them  of 
such  crime,  upon  such  circumstances  for  which  other 
courts  may  bul  the  person  so  indicted  before  them ;  for 
that  it  seems  to  be  a  good  general  rule,  that  so  far  as 
any  persons  are  judges  of  any  crime,  so  fiur  they  have 
power  of  bailing  a  person  indicted  before  them  of  such 
crime."  The  power  to  bail,  therefore,  is  incidental  to 
the  power  to  try,  and  at  common  law  is  discretionary. 
The  Stat.  7  Geo.  4,  c  64,  s.  3,  merely  points  out  the 
manner  in  which  bail  may  be  taken  in  certain  cases; 
but  that  statute  leaves,  as  it  existed  before,  tiie  discre- 
tionary power  of  a  magistrate  to  bail.  OAom  v. 
Gough  (c)  was  a  case  of  an  action  for  refusing  to  accept 
sureties  in  the  case  of  a  misdemeanour ;  but  there  it 
was  alleged  to  have  been  done  nudiciously.  In  Hawk. 
P.  C,  b.  2,  c.  15,  s.  13,  it  is  said,  the  offence  of  deny- 
ing, delaying,  or  obstructing  bail,  where  it  ought  to  be 
granted,  is  punishable  by  indictment,  or  the  party 

(a)  Two  other  grounds  of  {h)  Before  Lord  DeiMMM,  C. 

misdirection  were  argued,  but,  J.,  CoUridffe^  WigktmoMy  and 

as  they  went  merely  to  afiect  ErU^  Js. 

the  amount  of  damages,  they  (c)  3  B.  &  P.  651. 
are  omitted. 
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WTongfhlly  imprisoned  may  have  his  actioiu  That  pas- 
sage maj  be  relied  upon  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  but 
the  words  '*  where  bail  ought  to  be  granted"  must 
implj  a  discretion,  and  the  cases  there  contemplated 
must  be  where  the  magistrate  acts  maliciously. 

O'MaUey,  eontriL — ^In  all  cases  of  misdemeanours,  on 
the  production  of  sufficient  sureties,  the  persons  charged 
are  entitled  to  bail,  except  when  that  power  is  taken 
away  by  act  of  Parliament.  In  Regina  v.  Badger  (a), 
the  law  on  this  subject  is  very  fully  discussed  in  the  judg- 
ment; and  the  Court  there  adopts  the  words  of  Lord 
Coke,  in  his  commentary  upon  the  statute  of  Westmin- 
ster the  First(2In8t.l91) — ^'  Todeny  a  man  plevin  that 
is  plevisable,  and  thereby  to  detain  him  in  prison,  is  a 
great  offence,  and  grievously  to  be  punished."  Passages 
ftom  Lord  Hale,  Hawkins,  and  Blackstone  are  also  re- 
ferred to  as  laying  down  the  same  proposition  of  law. 
The  facts  of  this  case  shew  that  malice  may  be  inferred 
from  the  conduct  of  the  defendant  It  must  now  be 
taken  that  sufficient  bail  was  produced,  because  there 
never  was  any  discussion  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the 
baO;  the  defendant,  by  his  own  conduct,  precluded  all 
sudi  discussion,  when  he  said,  on  more  occasions  than 
one,  that  he  would  not  accept  bail  at  alL  The  act, 
therefore,  of  admitting  the  plaintiff  to  bail  became, 
under  those  circumstances,  purely  ministerial  It  has 
been  held  not  to  be  a  sufficient  answer  for  a  magistrate 
to  say  he  acted  in  good  fiuth  when  he  reiused  bail: 
Pnchett  V.  Gratrex  (J).  [Wightmany  J.,  referred  to -Bc- 
gina  v.  Traceg  (c),  where  the  Court  say  it  is  an  offence 
in  a  justice  of  the  peace  to  refuse  bail  in  a  case  of  a 
common  misdemeanour.]  [Wigktman^  J. — ^Is  there  any 
case  of  an  action  against  magistrates  for  refusing  bail 

(a)  4  Q.  B.  468.  (h)  2  New  Seas.  Cas.  429. 

(c)  6  Mod.  179. 
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without  alloging  malice  f)  There  does  not  appear  to 
be  any  such  caee  reported ;  bat  it  is  contrary  to  all 
principle  that  an  injury  should  be  inflicted  by  the  igno- 
rance of  magistrates  acting  ccmtrary  to  law,  and  that 
there  should  be  no  remedy  except  on  proof  of  malice, 
than  which  nothing  is  more  difficult  to  prove.  If  malice 
must  be  proved,  then  it  makes  bail,  in  cases  of  misdemea- 
nour, a  matter  of  discretion  with  the  magistrate,  and  does 
away  with  the  distinction,  which  has  been  hitherto  un* 
derstood,  between  bail  in  eases  of  misdemeanour  and 
cases  of  felony. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  ju^ment  of 
the  Court. — This  was  an  action  on  the  case  agunst  the 
defendant,  a  magistrate  of  the  county  of  Norfolk,  for 
refusing  to  admit  the  plaintiff  to  baiL  The  declaration 
stated,  that  the  plaintiff  was  charged  with  an  assault  on 
a  constable  in  the  execution  of  his  duty ;  that  sofficiait 
bail  was  tendered ;  that  the  d^ndant  absolutely,  and 
unlawfully  and  maliciously,  and  without  reasonable  or 
probable  cause  or  grounds  whatsoever,  refiised  to  accept 
the  security  offered,  or  any  other  security  whatsoever. 
The  jury,  on  the  trial,  negatived  maUce,  but  found  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  The  question,  therefore,  is, 
whether  the  declaration  is  good  without  the  allegation 
of  midice,  for  the  effect  of  the  finding  is  to  strike  oat 
that  allegation.  This  depends  upon  another  question, 
whether  the  duty,  the  breach  of  which  is  charged  in  the 
dedaration,  was  judicial  or  ministerial 

The  statute  of  Westminster  the  First  (3  Ed.  1,  c  15) 
provides,  that  ^*  if  any  withhold  prisoners  replevisable, 
after  that  they  have  offered  sufficient  surety,  he  shall 
pay  a  grievous  amerciament  to  the  king."  By  the  same 
statute  the  offenders  declared  are,  among  others,  per- 
sons accused  of  some  other  trespasses  than  those  spe- 


HILARY  VACATION,  12  VICT.  443 

xiallj  mentioned,  for  vriuch  a  man  ought  not  to  lose  life  1349. 
or  member.  Some  doubts  may  have  existed,  in  earlj 
times,  whether  this  included  all  misdemeanours,  or  only 
common  misdemeanours;  or,  if  the  latter  only,  what 
were  common.  For  many  years,  the  received  opinion 
and  practice  has  been,  that  all  persons  accused  of  mis- 
demeanours, whether  common  or  otherwise,  are  entitled 
to  be  admitted  to  bail.  It  is,  however,  s(»newhat  re- 
markable, that  the  Legislature,  in  a  late  act  of  Parha- 
ment,  (11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  23,)  has  drawn  a  distine- 
ticm,  and  has  pvea  authority  to  magistrates  to  admit  to 
bail^  at  their  discreticm,  persons  accused  of  certain  spe- 
cified misdei^eanours,  among  which  is  the  assaulting 
a  peace-officer  in  the  execution  of  his  duty ;  but  has 
directed  that  in  aU  other  cases  of  misdemeanour  the 
magistrates  shall  admit  to  bail. 

Assuming,  however,  that  this  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
be  admitted  to  bail,  what  was  the  nature  of  the  magis^ 
trate's  duty  ?  Clearly  the  duty  was,  to  a  great  extent, 
judicial;  namely,  in  respect  of  fixing  the  amount  of 
bail,  and  of  determining  as  to  the  ability  of  the  persons 
tendered,  which  two  requisites  make  up  the  sufficiency. 
It  is,  however,  contended  that,  if  those  requisites  exist, 
the  act  of  admitting  to  bail  becomes  ministerial  only ; 
that  this  declaration  shews  the  requisites  to  have  ex- 
isted, and  the  jury  have  so  found ;  consequently,  that 
nothing  reinained  for  the  magistrate  to  do  but  to  admit 
to  bail ;  and  that  his  duty  had  become  ministerial ;  and, 
having  refused  to  perform  that  duty,  without  reasonable 
or  probable  cause,  that  he  is  therefore  liable  to  an 
action,  even  in  the  absence  of  malice,  just  as  it  will  lie 
against  a  sheriff  for  refusing  to  take  surety,  or  against 
a  magistrate  for  refusing  to  take  examinations  under 
the  statute  of  Hue  and  Cry :  Green  v.  The  Hundred  of 
Buccle-^hurch{a\  where,  however,  the  point  was  not 

(a)  1  Leon.  323. 
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1849.  ftctuallj  determined.  In  Begina  v.  Tracey  (a),  it  was 
said  by  the  Court,  that  '4t  is  an  offence  in  a  justice 
of  the  peace  to  refuse  bail  in  case  of  a  common  mis- 
demeanour ;  and  it  suffices  to  say  in  an  indictment  that 
sufficient  bail  was  tendered,  without  saying  that  the 
party  knew  them  to  be  sufficient."  It  is  upon  that 
authority,  principally,  that  the  plaintiff  contends  that 
this  declaration  shews  that  the  defendants  judicial  duty 
was  satisfied  and  at  an  end,  and  his  ministerial  duty  only 
remained  to  be  exercised. 

We  have  had  much  doubt  and  difficulty  in  coming  to 
a  conclusion  upon  this  point;  but,  upon  the  fullest  con* 
sideration,  we  are  of  opinion,  that  the  duty  of  a  magis- 
trate, in  respect  of  admitting  to  bail,  cannot  be  thus 
distributed  and  divided;  that  it  is  essentially  a  judicial 
duty,  involving  inquiries  on  which  discretion  must 
be  exercised — and,  in  some  cases  of  misdemeanour, 
discretion  under  circumstances  of  much  nicely;  and 
that  we  cannot  lay  down  a  rule  that  must  depend  on 
the  peculiar  fiicts  of  each  case.  The  broad  line  of  dis- 
tinction is  this,  that  unless  the  duty  of  the  magistrate 
is  simply  and  purely  ministerial,  he  cannot  be  made 
liable  to  an  action  for  a  mistake  in  doing  or  omitting 
to  do  anything  in  respect  of  tiiat  duty,  unless  he  can  be 
fixed  with  malice,  which  in  this  case  has  been  negatived 
by  the  jury. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  6  Mod.  179. 
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1849. 

The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  Birminqham,  >^«*«  8. 

XN  Michaelmas  Term  last  MiUer  had  obtained  a  rule  Bj  the  rules  of 
calling  upon  Charles  Shaw  and  John  Barritt  Nielson,  uie^*' Bhrning. 
Esqrs.,  two  of  the  keepers  of  the  peace  and  justices  in  J~^»*ijjtir 

and  for  the  borough  of  Birmingham,  in  the  county  of  ^^^^  for  the 

1  .  ,  ,  parpoflc  of  col- 

Warwick,  and  to  Richard  TViUiams,  president  of  the  lectingand 

society  called  the  "  Birmingham  New  Library,"  to  shew  "bm7l?t°wM 
cause  why  the  said  justices  should  not  issue  their  war-  P'ojJd®^*  ***** 

''  ^  ^       each  person  on 

rant  of  distress  to  levy  the  amount  of  arrears  of  certain  being  admitted 
rates  made  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  sbonid  pay  a 
Birmingham,  due  and  payable  by  the  said  R  Williams  J^^*^a  an 
in  respect  of  certain  premises  occupied  by  him  within  annual  ram  of 

1/.  in  adfance, 

the  said  parish  and  borough,  designated  as  the  ^^  Bir-  for  the  ezpen- 

mingham  New  Library;"  or  why  a  writ  of  mandamus  J^ntl^'j'Slt 

should  not  issue  to  the  said  justices,  conunanding  them  ^f  [j^^^*  "P^ 

to  issue  their  warrant  as  aforesaid.  the  members  in 

It  appeared  &om  the  affidavit  on  which  the  rule  was  should  only 

obtained,  that  in  certain  rates  duly  made  for  the  relief  w™the*an- 

of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Birmingham,  R.  Williams,  ^^^  rabscrip- 

^  f  *=*     ,       ,  tion  was  regu- 

president  of  a  society  called  the  ^^  Birmingham  New  lariy  paid ;  that 
Library,"  was  rated  as  the  occupier  of  certain  buildings  ^ot  be  any  divi- 
used  by  that  society.  The  society  occupy  a  building  in  ^on^'o^onos " 
the  parish  of  Birmingham  for  the  purpose  of  taking  in  '^  money 

among  its  mem* 

book^  and  periodicals,  which  are  read  by  any  person  who  bers ;  and  that 
chooses  to  become  a  subscriber.     That  such  rates  not  mighrtransfer 

his  property  in 
the  library  to 
any  person  who  sbonid  inbmit  to  the  laws  of  the  society : — Held,  first,  that  the  society  was  in- 
stituted for  the  purpose  of  literature  exclusively,  within  the  meaning  of  the  stat.  6  &  7  Vict. 
c.  36,  s.  1,  and  therefore  that  the  lands,  &c.  belonging  to  it,  were  exempt  from  rateability. 

Heidf  secondly,  that,  as  the  contribution  made  by  each  member  was  commenced  and 
oontinned  of  his  own  free  choice,  and  might  be  withdrawn  at  any  time  without  rabjectiog 
him  to  any  legal  liability  or  forfeiture,  except  that  of  being  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  the 
library,  the  society  was  supported  by  annual  voluntary  contributions,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  said  statute. 

The  premises  occupied  by  this  society  were  situate  in  the  parish  of  Birmingham ;  the  cer- 
tificate of  the  barrister  was  obtained  and  filed  pursuant  to  the  statute  ;  the  premises  were 
afterwards  rated,  and  the  society  did  not  appeal  to  the  sessions : — Held,  that  the  society 
not  haying  appealed,  the  payment  of  the  rate  could  not  be 
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1849.  having  been  paid,  and  the  liability  to  pay  them  being 
The  QuBiN  disputed,  on  Wednesday,  27th  December,  1848,  R.  Wil- 
j  ^*  ^  liams  was  summoned  before  C.  Shaw  and  J.  B.  Nielson, 
B»inN6HAM.  two  justices  for  the  borough  of  Birmingham,  when  the 
due  making  and  publishing  of  the  said  rates,  and  the 
occupation  of  the  sidd  premises  by  the  said  B.  Williams, 
were  not  disputed,  but  he  claimed  exemption  from  the 
payment  of  the  said  rates  by  virtue  of  the  statute  6  &  7 
Tict  c.  36  (a),  for  exempting  certain  sdentific  andliterary 
societies  from  poor  and  other  rates.  It  was  admitted 
on  both  sides,  that  the  rules  of  the  said  society  had  been 
laid  before  the  revising  barrister,  his  certificate  obtained 
on  the  28th  April,  1845,  and  that  the  rules  and  certifi- 
cate had  been  filed  among  the  records  of  the  quarter  see* 
sions  for  the  borough,  pursuant  to  the  directions  of  the 
said  statute.  There  had  not  been  any  appeal  against 
such  certificate  under  sect  6  of  the  statute,  but  the  said 
B.  Williams  claimed  exemption  by  virtue  of  such  certi- 
ficate and  the  provisions  of  the  statute.  At  the  time 
this  rule  was  applied  for,  the  time  for  appealing  against 
any  of  the  said  rates  had  elapsed,  and  no  appeal  had  been 
entered  against  the  said  rates  by  the  said  B.  Williams 
or  any  person  on  behalf  of  the  said  society. 


(a)  Sect.  1  enacts,  **  That, from 
and  after  the  Ist  day  of  October, 
1843,  no  person  or  persons  shall 
be  assessed  or  rated,  or  liable  to 
be  assessed  or  rated,  or  liable  to 
pay  to  any  county,  borough, 
parochial  or  other  local  rates  or 
cesses  in  respect  of  any  land, 
houses,  or  buildings,  or  parts  of 
houses  or  buildings,  belonging 
to  any  society  instituted  for 
purposes  of  science,  literature, 
or  the  fine  arts  exclusively, 
either  as  tenant  or  as  owner, 
and  occupied  by  it  for  the  trans- 


action of  its  business  and  for 
carrying  into  effect  its  purposes, 
proTided  that  such  society  ahall 
be  supported  wholly  or  in  part 
by  annual  voluntary  contribu- 
tions, and  shall  not,  and  by  its 
laws  may  not,  make  any  divi- 
dend, gift,  division,  or  bonus  in 
money  unto  or  between  any  of 
its  members;  and  provided  alao, 
that  such  society  shall  obtain 
the  certificate  of  the  barrister-at* 
law  or  lord- advocate,  as  herein- 
after mentioned." 
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The  society  is  supported  by  the  ordinary  contributions        1849. 
made  by  the  various  subscribers;  and  there  is  no  contract     xhe  Qdhn 
or  agreement  among  the  members  of  the  society  to  pay      jogtlcea  of 
these  contributions,  except  so  far  as  may  be  inferred  Birmznobam. 
firom  the  rules  of  the  society,  by  which  each  person  con- 
sents to  be  bound  at  the  time  of  becoming  a  subscriber 
to  the  said  society. 

It  was  contended  by  the  said  overseers  that  the 
society  was  not,  under  the  circumstances,  supported  by 
annual  voluntary  contributions^  and  that  the  certificate 
of  the  said  barrister  was  bad  on  the  face  thereof,  or,  at 
all  events,  the  validity  of  the  rate  upon  the  said  K.  Wil- 
liams ought  to  have  been  questioned  by  an  appeal. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  was  contended  that  the  contri- 
butions by  which  the  said  society  was  supported  were 
annual  voluntary  contributions,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  said  act,  and  that  the  rating  of  the  said  R.  Williams  • 

was  a  nullity  (a). 


(a)  In  Regina  v.  PkUUps  * 
the  natare  of  this  society  and 
the  rules  hy  which  it  was  go- 
verned were  brought  under  the 
consideration  of  the  Court, 
where  it  was  held  that  the 
society  was  not  entitled  to  the 
exemption  claimed,  because 
there  was  no  rule  of  the  society 
prohibiting  any  gift,  division, 
or  bonus  among  its  members. 
Since  that  time,  at  a  general 
annual  meeting  of  the  society, 
held  on  14th  January,  1845,  the 
rules  of  the  aaid  society  were 
amended,  and  afterwards  certi- 
fied and  allowed  by  the  said  re- 
vising barrister.  Since  the 
amendment  of  the  said  rules  the 
justices  have  refused  to  issue 


their  warrant  to  enforce  the 
payment  of  rates  made  and  de- 
manded of  the  said  R.  Wil- 
liams, in  respect  of  the  premises 
occupied  by  the  said  society. 

By  the  rules  of  this  soci- 
ety a  person  admitted  a  mem- 
ber shall  pay  the  sum  of  two  gui- 
neas, and  an  annual  sum  of  1  /.  in 
advance,  towards  the  expenses 
of  the  current  year. 

Rule  2. — If  the  annual  sub- 
scription is  allowed  to  remain 
unpaid  for  three  months  after 
the  general  meeting,  he  will, 
after  due  notice  from  the  libra- 
rian, be  deprived  of  all  the  pri- 
vileges of  a  subscriber  till  the 
subscription  be  paid. 

Rule  3. — Every   subscriber 


*  Ante,  p.  134. 
K  k2 
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*1849.  M.  D.  WH  and  MeUor  shewed  cauae  (a). — This  is  a 

Tlie  QuBBN    society  supported  by  voluntary  contributions,  within  the 

Jufl^  of     Cleaning  of  the  stat.  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  36.    The  society  is 

BiRMiNOBAM.  maintained  by  contributions,  which  may  be  withdrawn 

at  any  time,  and  receives  no  support  from  any  grant  or 

endowment     The  object  also  of  the  society  is  clearly 

within  the  statute,  it  being  for  the  promotion  of  litersr 

ture  and  science   exclusively:    Regina  v.  Pocock{h\ 

Beffina  v.  Janes  (c).     There  now  exists  a  positive  rule  of 

this  society,    prohibiting  a  division  of  any  dividend 

among  its  members,  following  the  veiy  words  of  the 

statute ;  and  the  effect  of  that  rule  is  not  nullified  or 

evaded  by  others. 

It  is  now  said  that  this  society,  not  having  appealed 
against  the  rate,  b  precluded  from  disputing  its  liability 
to  be  rated.  Bateability  is  properly  a. question  for  the 
consideration  of  this  Court,  and  tiie  quantum  of  rate  is  a 
matter  exclusively  for  the  consideration  of  the  quarter 
sessions.     The  words  of  the  statute  are,  "  no  person 


shall  have  the  power  of  trans- 
ferring his  property  in  the  li- 
brary, by  any  of  the  methods 
by  which  personal  property  is 
usually  transferred,  to  any  per- 
son who  shall  submit  to  the 
laws  of  the  society.  But  no 
person  shall  lend  his  ticket  or  a 
library  book  to  any  person  out 
of  his  own  house,  under  a  pe- 
nalty. 

The  rules  of  the  society  were 
amended  in  January,  1846,  by 
adding  the  two  following  : — 

(1).  That  no  dividend,  gift, 
division,  or  bonus  in  money 
shall  be  made  unto  or  between 
any  of  the  members  of  this  in- 
stitution. 

(2).  That  any  individual  re- 
siding in  the  house  of  a  share- 


holder may,  by  paying  an  an- 
nual subscription  of  ten  shil- 
lings in  advance,  take  out  books 
on  his  or  her  own  account,  and 
have  access  to  the  library  for 
the  purpose  of  reading,  (but 
shall  not  be  eligible  to  election 
upon  the  committee),  it  being 
understood  that  the  shareholder 
in  whose  house  the  subscriber 
of  ten  shillings  resides  shall  be 
responsible  for  all  books  taken 
out  under  this  law. 

(a)  Before  Lord  Dmnumj  C. 
J.,  Patteson^  Coleridge^  and 
WigJUmany  Js. 

{h)  2  New  Sess.  Cas.  372 ;  8 
Q.  B.  729. 

(c)  2  New  SesB.  Cas.  382 ;  8 
Q.  B.  719. 
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shall  be  assessed  or  rated,  or  liable  to  be  assessed  or        1849. 

rated,  or  liable  to  pay  anj  rate  in  respect  of  land,  &c.     xhe  Queen 

occupied  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  into  effect  the      j^gt^ces  of 

objects  of  such  society."    This  society  has  obtained  the  Bibmin«haii. 

certificate  of  the  barrister,  and  has  in  all  other  respects 

complied  with  the  directions  of  the  statute ;  and  the  case 

is  in  effect  the  same  as  if  these  premises  were  locally 

situate  out  of  the  parish  of  Birmingham,  in  which  case 

the  rate  would  be  illegal,  and  an  appeal  to  the  sessions 

nugatory :  Governors  of  Bristol  Poor  v.  WaU(a\  Wea^ 

ver  V.  Price  (b)f  Milward  v.  Caffin{c).     In  Marshall  y. 

Pitman  {d)  the  plaintiff  was  in  possession  of  property  in 

the  parish  liable  to  be  rated;  and  the  observations  of 

the  Court  in  that  case,  that  the  action  would  not  lie, 

the  plidntiff  not  having  appealed  against  the  rate,  must 

be  taken  with  reference  to  the  state  of  things  which 

there  existed. 

Miller^  contra. — The  proper  remedy  for  this  society 
was  by  appeal  to  the  sessions.  The  society  is  in  the 
occupation  of  visible  rateable  property  in  the  parish  of 
Birmingham:  the  magistrates,  therefore,  had  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  matter ;  and  if  any  exemption  could  be 
shewn,  that  wa^  ground  of  appeaL  K  the  appellants 
were  dissatisfied  with  the  decision  of  the  sessions,  the 
opinion  of  this  Court  might  have  been  taken  on  a  case 
reserved.  The  case  is  similar  to  MarsliaU  v.  Pitman  {d), 
where  the  judges  of  the  Common  Pleas  expressed  a 
strong  opinion,  that,  where  property  in  a  parish  is  prima 
facie  rateable,  unless  the  occupier  claims  his  exemp- 
tion by  appeal,  he  cannot  afterwards  have  any  right 
of  action  against  the  parties  enforcing  such  rate.  [Cofe- 
ridffe^  J.,  referred  to  the  case  of  Lord  Bute  v.  Grrin- 


(a)  1  Ad.  &  £.  264.  (c)  2  W.  BL  13dO. 

Ih)  3  B.  &  A.  411.  ,  [d)  9  Bing.  695. 
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1849.        dan(a),  and  Lord  Amherst  v.  Lard  Sommers  (i).]     Two 
The  QvuBT    Iftte  cases,  FatDcettv,  Fawlis{c)  and  Bex  v.  Trecothick{d), 
Justi     of     ^^^  strong  authorities  to  shew  that  the  remedy  under 
BiEMXNOHAic.  the  circumstances  of  this  case  was  by  appeaL      The 
latter  case  was  an  application  for  a  mandamus  to  jus- 
tices to  enforce  a  rate  made  under  a  local  act,  and  in 
which  rate  the  proprietor  was  rated  at  an  annual  value 
aboye  that  which  he  was  rated  to  the  poor.     The  Court 
granted  the  application,  and  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  said, 
^^  A  party  having  suffered  the  assessment  to  be  made, 
without  using  his  remedy  by  appeal,  is  not  afterwards 
to  challenge  it  at  this  stage." 

This  is  not  a  society  supported  by  voluntary  contri- 
butions, within  the  meaning  of  the  act.  If  a  member 
has  had  the  U3e  of  the  library  and  not  paid  his  subscrip- 
tion, it  might* be  enforced  against  him.  And  by  the 
payment  of  two  guineas  a  member  becomes  a  share- 
holder; and  in  case  of  a  dissolution  of  the  society,  he 
would  become  entitled  to  a  division  of  the  books  and 
other  property  belon^ng  to  the  society. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court — This  was  a  rule  for  a  mandamus  to  enforce 
by  warrant  of  distress  the  payment  of  certain  poor-rates 
assessed  on  the  president  of  a  society  called  the  Bir- 
mingham New  Library,  as  the  occupier  of  certain  pre- 
mises which  he  holds.  On  the  one  hand,  the  rates  have 
been  duly  made  and  allowed,  and  there  has  been  no 
appeal  against  them.  On  the  other,  the  institution  had 
received,  before  the  making  of  ithe  rate,  the  barristei^s 
certificate,  which  had  not  been  appealed  against.  Two 
points  were  made  in  support  of  the  rate :  first,  that  the 

(a)  1  T.  R.  888.  (e)  7  B.  &  C.  304. 

(b)  2  T.  R.  872.  (d)  2  A.  &  £.  406. 
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constitution  and  purposes  of  the  society  did  not  bring  it        1849. 
within  the  6  &  7  Vict  c.  36 ;  and  secondly,  if  the  so-     The  Qubbn 
ciety  were  entitled  to  exemption,  such  exemption  should     ja,tiaM  of 
be  made  aground  of  appeal  against  the  rate,  which  not  Bi»iiingham. 
being  done,  it  was  too  late  to  resist  tiie  payn^ient. 

To  bring  a  society  within  the  exemption,  it  must, 
among  other  things,  be  instituted  for  the  purposes  of 
science,  literature,  and  the  fine  arts  exclusively,  and 
must  be  supported  wholly  or  in  part  by  annual  yolun- 
tary  contributions ;  and  it  must  be  one  which  shall  not, 
and  by  its  laws  must  not,  make  any  dividend,  ^ft,  divi- 
sion, or  bonus  in  money  unto  or  between  any  of  its 
members.  This  institution  is  framed  for  the  purpose  of 
creating  and  maintaining  a  library  or  collection  of  books, 
which  members  are  to  have  the  use  of,  either  in  tiie 
room  or  at  their  own  houses,  under  certain  regulations. 
The  benefits  of  tiie  institution,  without,  however,  all  the 
rights  of  membership,,  are  extended  to  certain  other  per- 
sons on  other  terms.  It  is  difficult  to  deny  that  the  pur- 
pose of  the  society  is  merely  literary,  nor  indeed  was  this 
much  contended  in  argument ;  but  it  was  said,  it  is  not 
supported  wholly  or  in  part  by  annual  voluntary  contri- 
butions. It  certainly  is  supported  mainly  by  certain 
sums  paid  on  the  admission  of  subscribers,  and  their  an- 
nual subscriptions,  but  these  last  are  said  not  to  be 
voluntary. 

It  is»  periiaps,  not  easy  to. determine  what  tiie  Legis- 
lature intended  by  the  word  *'  voluntary"  in  this  statute. 
In  several  cases  which  have  come  before  U8»  difierent 
suggestions  have  been  made,  but  it  has  never  been  neces- 
sary expressly  to  decide  the  point.  Upon  consideration, 
we  think  that  annual  contributions  will  satisfy  the  con- 
dition required,  if  they  conunence  of  the  party's  own 
dioice,  and  are  so  continued,  and  may  be  withdrawn  at 
pleasure ;  that  is,  without  subjecting  the  party  to  any 
legal  liability  or  forfeiture,  beyond  that  of  foregoing 
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1849.        participating  in  the  pleasure  or  profits,  scientific,  lite* 
Th6  QuBBK     KUT>  ^^  artistic,  in  respect  of  which  they  have  been 
Jostioes  of     °^*"^®-     If  ^®  contributor  was  free  to  commence  his 
BiBMinoHAic.  contribution,  he  incurs  no  legal  obligation  to  continue 
when  he  has  once  commenced ;  and,  on  leaving,  the  con- 
tributor will  lose  no  more  than  the  privilege  of  member^ 
ship,  in  respect  of  which  he  became  a  contributor.    It 
seems  to  us  he  must  be  considered  a  voluntary  contri- 
butor, unless  we  add  something  to  the  idea  of  voluntari- 
ness which  ordinary  language  does  not  import;   and 
that  is  what,  in  fact,  is  done  by  those  who  contend  it 
must  also  be  grattiitous,  and  bring  no  profit  of  any  kind 
to  the  contributor  in  respect  to  the  particular  contri- 
bution which  is  made  by  him.      There  is  a  further 
reason,  that  the  statute  itself,  in  the  clause  next  to  be 
conudered,  provides  for  this  expressly,  and  so  seems  to 
exclude  the  notion  of  its  being  previously  implied.    In 
the  present  case  it  is  clear  the  commencement  of  the 
subscription  was  purely  voluntary,  that  the  payment,  by 
the  first  rule,  was  in  advance;  and  no  right,  legal  or 
equitable,  can  be  acquired  by  the  society  agunst  the 
contributors,  to  enforce  a  second  yearly  payment,  by 
reason  of  any  user  of  the  rooms  or  books  during  the  first 
and  second  years' subscription.   As  to  the  second  year,  in 
case  of  non-payment  the  second  rule  provides,  that  bdng 
in  arrearfor  three  months  deprives  the  subscriber  of  all 
privileges  of  membership  until  the  arrears  are  paid.   This 
seems  to  measure  the  right  of  the  parties :  the  member 
is  allowed,  for  three  months,  during  which  no  payment 
is  made,  to  continue  as  before ;  and  then  he  loses  all 
privileges,  but  the  society  acquires  no  right  against 
him. 

We  proceed,  then,  to  consider  the  third  rule.  Now, 
we  find  that  the  society,  at  an  annual  general  meeting,  in 
January,  1845,  prior  to  the  rate  or  the  barrister's  cer- 
tificate granted,  passed  a  rule  exactly  in  the  words  of 
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the  statute.     No  question,  therefore,  can  arise,  unless      v22*^ 
they  have  some  rule  which  is  inconsistent  with  this,  and     The  Qubbn 
can  still  be  acted  upon ;  or  they  do,  in  fact,  make  some      jugtioM  of 
dividend,  gift,  division,  or  bonus  of  money  to  or  between  BnuiiHaHAir. 
any  of  the  members.     The  latter  point  was  not  con- 
tended for,  but  the  third  rule  was  insisted  on,  by  which 
every  subscriber  has  the  power  of  transferring  his  pro- 
perty in  the  library,  by  any  of  the  methods  by  which 
personal  property  is  uaually  transferred,  to  any  person 
who  will  submit  to  the  laws  of  the  society.     This  is 
clearly  no  contravention  of  the  rule  before  referred  to : 
even  assuming  the  common  stock  of  the  society  increases 
in  value  by  accumulation,  and  that  the  present  members 
be  considered  in  some  sort  a  proprietary  body,  the  re- 
spective shares  of  the  members  of  that  body  to  be  in- 
creasing in  value,  and  to  sell  at  a  premium,  still,  the 
profit  which  any  one  might  make  by  the  transfer  is 
no  dividend,  gift,  division,  or  bonus  which  the  society 
makes  among  its  members  or  to  any  of  them;    the 
common  stock  remains,  aftier  the  transfer,  exactly  the  ^ 

same  as  before,  only  there  has  been  a  substitution  of  a 
new  member  for  the  old  one.  But,  so  far  as  tbe  affida- 
vits disclose,  there  is  no  limit  to  the  number  of  members : 
any  person,  on  payment  of  the  fee  and  subscription, 
may  become  a  member ;  so  that  the  whole  assumption  of 
the  premium  on  the  transfer  practically  falls  to  the 
ground. 

It  was,  however,  insisted  further,  that  the  society 
might  dissolve  itself  by  resolution  at  an  annual  general 
meeting,  and  so  a  division  might  be  made.  There  is 
no  provision  made  in  the  rules  for  dissolution;  and 
therefore  it  could  not  be  taken  for  granted  that  the  dis- 
solution can  be  made,  attended  by  a  disposition  of  the 
common  stock,  by  a  mere  vote  of  the  majority  present 
at  the  annual  general  meeting;  and  it  is  the  more 
doubtful,  because  by  rule  6  the  functions  of  the  annual 
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1840.        general  meeting  are  specified  to  be  the  making  of  all 

The  Quvnr    1&W8  for  the  regulation  of  the  sodety,  which  pre-suppoeee 

Justiwifs  of     ^^  continual  existence,  and  seems  to  exclude  the  power 

.BiRMiNQHAH.  of  dissolving  by  a  vote  of  the  members  present    But 

another  and  more  satisfactory,  because  more  general, 
answer  to  this  objection  is  this,  that  the  statute  must 
have  a  reasonable  meaning  given  to  its  words :  when  it 
says  the  laws  of  the  society  shall  prohibit  the  division  of 
the  funds  among  its  members,  it  must  be  taken  to  speak 
of  laws  which  are  to  operate  on  the  society  as  a  con- 
tinuing body.  No  law  of  a  society  can  prevent  its  dis- 
solution, and  consequent  division  of  the  common  stock ; 
for  any  law  raacle  for  the  purpose  might,  of  course,  be 
repealed  by  the  authority  which  made  it.  This  sort  of 
division  the  Legislature  did  not  intend  to  prevent,  be- 
cause it  could  not ;  and  it  has  made  its  meaning  dear  by 
placing  the  word  **  division"  with  the  words  "  dividend, 
gift,  and  bonus,''  and  by  limiting  the  prohibition  to  the 
acts  of  the  society  as  such  towards  its  members  as  such ; 
whereas  the  division  now  relied  upon  would  take  place 
after  the  sodety  had  ceased  to  exist.  On  the  whole,  we 
think  that  this  sodety  is  unquestionably  brought  within 
the  exemption  given  by  the  statute,  and  that  the  barris- 
ter's certificate  was  properly  granted ;  and  we  have  gone 
into  the  several  points  at  greater  length,  because  the 
question  is  of  very  general  application,  and  has  not 
before  recdved  any  deddon. 

We  are  driven,  then,  to  condder  the  second  ground 
on  which  the  rule  is  supported:  namdy,  whether,  as 
regards  the  present  rate,  the  society  is  deprived  of  the 
benefit  of  its  exemption,  because  it  has  not  appealed 
against  it;  and  as  it  could  not  be  successftdly  con- 
tended that  the  president  might  not  have  appealed^  the 
question  is  narrowed  to  this — whether,  there  being 
a  remedy  by  this  appeal,  that  remedy  being  passed 
by,  the  law  will  allow  an  action  to  be  brought  agunst 
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the  person  enforcing  a  rate,  good  on  its  face,  and  made  1849. 
by  competent  authority,  and  on  a  person  and  in  respect  tIm  Quibn 
of  occupation  of  property  apparently  within  the  juris-  jngt?oca  of 
diction  of  that  authority.  This  is  not  a  new  question,  Birmingham. 
nor  is  the  principle  of  the  decision  unsettled  or  difficult. 
The  only  difficulty  lies  in  its  application.  The  right  of 
appeal  is  co-eztensive  with  the  operation  of  the  rate, 
whether  it  has  defects  which  made  it  a  nullity  in  law, 
or  objectionable  only  as  excessive  in  amount  or  unequal 
in  its  assessment.  Any  one  who  is  a^rieved  by  it 
may  appeal ;  but  a  right  of  action  is  limited,  as  well  for 
the  sake  of  conyenience,  as  on  the  principles  of  law  and 
justice.  The  making  and  allowance  of  a  rate  are  acts 
entrusted  by  the  law  to  certain  functionaries,  the  over- 
seers and  the  justices ;  and  the  exercise  of  their  funo^ 
tions  is  subject,  by  the  law,  to  revision  by  a  court  of 
appeal.  If  in  the  course  of  their  fiinctions,  but  acting 
within  their  jurisdiction,  they  do  erroneous  acts,  it  is 
no  more  null  and  void,  when  unquestioned  by  appeal, 
than  an  erroneous  decision  of  this  Court  on  a  matter 
within  its  jurisdiction,  wholly'  unquestioned  by  a  writ 
of  error.  If  it  be  appealed  against,  the  law  has  made 
the  decision  of  the  court  of  appeal  final ;  and  if  that 
court  affirm  the  acts  of  the  inferior  functionary,  how- 
ever confessedly  erroneous  the  decision  might  be,  it 
would  be  conclusive  for  all  purposes,  and,  among 
others,  for  enforcement.  Hence  the  absurdity  would 
foUow,  that  a  rate,  which  the  court  of  direct  and  final 
jurisdiction  had  pronounced  valid,  must  be  considered 
as  invalid  when  considered  in  other  courts  collaterally 
as  a  prospective  authority  for  the  officer  of  the  law 
who  is  directed  to  enforce  it ;  and  to  this  extent  there 
can  be  no  difference  between  the  case  of  a  rate  not 
appealed  against,  and  one  appealed  against  and  con- 
firmed. The  authority  of  the  ori^nal  court,  up  to  the 
time  of  appeal,  and  subject  to  that,  is  exactly  of  the 
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1849.         same  force  as  that  of  the  court  of  appeal :  both  stand 

The  QoBBN     upon  exactly  the  same  principle ;  they  are  the  acts  and 

,  ,?•     -     decisions  of  fiinctionaries  or  courts  entrusted  by  the 

Justices  of  .... 

BiBMiNOHAM.  law  with  the  matter  within  their  jurisdiction.     But  all 

this  depends  upon  that  limitation  of  jurisdiction.  U^ 
in  the  first  instance,  the  primary  court  has  gone  beyond 
its  limits,  its  acts  are  Yoid ;  the  party  aggrieved  may, 
if  he  please,  appeal,  because  the  statute  enables  him  to 
do  so ;  and  excess  of  jurisdiction  is  of  itself  a  ground 
of  appeal,  as  much  as  merely  an  erroneous  decision : 
and  if  the  court  of  appeal  erroneously  confirms  the  acts 
of  a  court  below,  it  may  be  that  the  party  appealing 
cannot  object  to  the  want  of  jurisdiction  in  any  col- 
lateral proceeding;  his  own  acts  may  estop  him  per- 
sonally ;  but  in  the  case  supposed  he  is  not  bound  to 
appeal,  because  he  is  at  liberty  to  treat  the  act  as  null 
and  yoid.  We  have  examined  all  the  cases  cited  in  the 
argument,  and  more,  and  we  do  not  now  go  through 
them  in  detail,  on  account  of  the  necessary  length  to 
which  our  judgment  must  extend;  but  this  principle 
will  be  found  either  laid  down  or  assumed  in  them  all, 
when  properly  considered,  with  great  uniformity. 

The  question,  then,  in  this  case,  is,  whether  the  acts 
of  the  oyerseer  and  justices,  in  assessing  the  president 
to  these  rates,  were  within  their  jurisdiction?  If  they 
are,  they  are  valid  now,  because  not  reversed  upon 
appeal ;  they  cannot  be  questioned  collaterally.  If 
they  were  not,  they  were  ab  initio  null  and  void ;  and 
there  is  nothing  which  estops  him  from  saying  so.  Now, 
it  is  not  disputed  that  he  was  an  occupier  of  the  premises 
in  respect  of  which  he  is  rated,  or  that  they  are  within 
that  parish ;  nor  is  the  question  raised  as  to  the  bene- 
ficial nature  of  the  occupation:  but  the  objection  is, 
that  the  statute  exempts  him  from  rate,  by  reason  of  the 
purpose  for  which  the  occupation  is  had;  and  it  is 
said,  that  the  efiect  of  that  exemption  is  to  take  the 
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premifiea,  for  the  purpose  of  rating,  out  of  the  parish,  1849. 
and  so  out  fit  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices,  who  are  The  Qubkn 
only  allowing  a  rate  for  the  parish.  We  think  this  juitloesof 
mode  of  stating  the  case  cannot  be  sustained;  if  it  Bibmihoham. 
could,  the  same  mode  might  be  adopted  whenever  the 
question  was,  whether  the  occupation  was  beneficial  or 
not.  If  there  be  no  beneficial  occupation  of  land  for 
the  purpose  of  a  rate,  it  might  equally  be  said  not  to  be 
within  the  parish,  because  it  ought  not  to  be  included  in 
the  rate :  yet,  so  far  as  I  know,  this  question  has  always 
been  raised  upon  appeal;  and  a  distinction  haa  been 
made  between  the  question  whether  there  was  occupa- 
tion or  not,  which  can  be  tried  by  action,  and  whether 
a  beneficial  occupation  or  not,  which  can  be  tried  by 
appeal ;  and  this  Efeems  the  reasonable  test.  As  soon 
as  the  land  is  shewn  to  be  in  the  parish,  and  A.  B.  to 
be  the  occupier,  the  case  is  prim&  facie  brought  within 
the  statute  of  Elizabeth.  The  rate  on  its  face  is  good, 
and  the  jurisdiction  attaches :  whether  that  primi  facie 
case  can  be  altered  by  any  circumstances  affecting  the 
character  of  the  occupation,  is  matter  to  be  determined 
by  a  court  of  appeal,  on  appeal  made;  and,  in  the  pre- 
sent case,  the  party  rated  had  many  facts  to  prove,  and 
a  construction  of  the  statute  to  make  out,  before  he 
could  establish  his  exemption ;  and  a  decision  upon  all 
these  points  was  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of 
appeal;  and,  when  decided  in  his  favour,  still  shewed 
no  excess  of  jurisdiction  in  the  court  below,  any  more 
than  a  decision  that  the  rate  made  and  allowed  was 
unequal ;  whereas,  a  decision  that  the  land  was  out  of 
the  parish  would  have  shewn  that,  ab  initio,  the  over- 
seers and  justices  below  had  been  dealing  with  what 
they  did  not  profess  to  deal  with,  and  could  not  by  law 
interfere  with.    The  case  of  Fawcett  v.  Fowleg  (a)  is  an 

(a)  7  B.  &  C.  394. 
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1849.  analogous  case,  in  respect  of  highways,  illustrating  the 
The  Qvnv  distinction  we  are  taking  very  dearlj.  .^^mcliffe  and 
JaitfoMof  I^gl^^y  were  townships  in  the  parish  of  Amcliffe. 
BiBMiNeHAM.  Xhe  plaintiff,  an  occupier  of  land  in  the  former,  con- 
tended that  he  was  not  bound  to  repair  the  roads  in  the 
latter ;  and  his  cattle  having  been  seized  on  a  convic- 
tion founded  on  the  information  of  the  parish  surveyor, 
against  which  he  had  not  appealed,  he  brought  an  action 
of  trespass,  and  was  nonsuited.  The  Court  held  the 
nonsuit  right.  Lord  Tenterden  said,  ^^  For  some  time 
I  was  disposed  to  think  this  case  analogous  to  some 
which  have  arisen  on  the  poor-laws,  in  whidi  it  has 
been  held,  that  if  a  person  not  an  occupier  or  resident 
within  a  given  parish  be  there  rated  to  the  relief  of  the 
poor,  and  his  goods  are  distrained  for  the  rate,  he  may 
maintain  an  action  against  the  party  levying.  But  in 
those  cases  there  was  an  entire  want  of  jurisdiction. 
Here  the  justices  had  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  decide 
upon  the  complaint  of  the  surveyor;  and  the  present 
plaintiff,  an  occupier  of  land  within  the  parish,  was 
prim&  facie  liable  to  the  burden  imposed."  And  EM" 
royd,  J.,  said,  ^^  If  there  had  been  separate  surveyors 
for  the  townships  of  Amcliffe  and  Ingleby,  and  the 
surveyor  of  the  latter  had  directed  work  to  be  done  in 
Amcliffe,  as  if  it  were  in  Ingleby,  then,  upon  a  com- 
plaint made  of  the  ii^lect  to  do  it,  the  magistrate 
would  have  had  no  jurisdiction."  Marshall  v.  I^tman{a) 
was  decided  upon  the  same  principle.  The  plaintiff 
was  rated,  as  an  inhabitant,  on  his  stock  in  trader  He 
did  not  appeal,  but  brought  an  action,  contaiding  he 
was  not  liable  to  be  rated,  because  he  had  no  liability — 
that  which  was  supposed  to  be  stock  in  trade  was  not 
so  in  fact;  but  the  Court  held,  the  action  was  not 
maintainable.    We  entirely  acquiesce  in  the  conve- 

(a)  9  Bing.  595. 
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nience  and  justice  of  this  principle,  upon  which  these        1B49. 
dedsions  proceed ;  and  are,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that    The  Qukbn 
the  payment  of  the  rates  in  question  cannot  now  be     jugti^Jcsof 
lesbted.     Our  decidon  upon  that  point,  alone,  would  Biriunoham. 
have  been  sufficient  to  make  the  rule  absolute,  but  as 
that  would  have  lefl  the  general  question  unanswered, 
we  have  thought  it  better  to  express  an  opinion  upon 
it  (a). 

Rule  absolute  for  a  mandamus. 

(a)  See  the  next  case. 


Ihi  ti^t  ISxci)equer. 


Purvis  and  Othbbs  v.  Trail.  Jan.  19.  ' 

1 RESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering  certain  pre^  a  society,  ori- 
mises  belonging  to  the  plaintiffs,  in  the  parish  of  Green-  {Sed  cxdul' 
wich,  in  the  county  of  Kent,  and  carrying  away  certain  ^"f^^r  '<>'  ^ 
goods  belonging  to  the  plaintiffs.    The  defendant  pleaded  icieDce  aod  the 

...  -I  - 1  .  1  fti^e  arts,  and  so 

not  guilty  by  statute,  and  the  parties  agreed  to  'state  a  oeitMed  par- 
spedal  case  for  the  (pinion  of  the  Court,  which  contained  J^tate^forfeits 
the  following  facts : — The  plaintiffs  were  and  are  the  2*  ««n>P*i^'^ 

iToni  coDtnoQ* 

trustees  of  a  society  called  The  Ghreenwich  Society  for  the  tion  to  loeai 
Acquisition  and  Diffusion  of  Useful  Knowledge.     The  tuationTnnder 
defendant  was,  and  still  is,  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  the  ^^  where  it ' 
county  of  Kent,  and  one  of  the  metropolitan  police  magis-  lets  oat  por- 

.  tions  of  its  pre* 

trates  at  Greenwich.  mises  for  pubiio 

The  question  submitted  to  the  Court  is,  whether,  upon  ^^dprirate 

the  facts  stated,  the  plaintaffs  were  liable  to  be  rated  to  "hibitions.  for 

'  ^  admission  to 

which  money  is 
taken  at  the  doors,  even  thoagh  the  proceeds  of  such  letting  are  devoted  to  the  purposes 
of  the  sodetj,  and  no  dividend  is  declared  oat  of  the  rbit  paid  on  such  ooeaaions. 
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IM9^  the  poor  and  highway  rates,  under  certun  local  acts  of 
Parliament,  in  respect  of  the  buildings  and  premises 
occupied  by  the  said  society,  or  whether  they  are  exempt, 
under  the  6  &  7  Vict,  c  36. 

By  a  local  act  of  Parliament,  the  ix  Grea  iv,  intituled 
**  An  Act  for  repealing  an  Act  of  xxvi  Geo.  ii,  for  the  bet- 
ter relief  and  employment  of  the  poor  of  Greenwich,  and 
for  repairing  the  highways,  and  for  cleansing  the  streets, 
and  for  making  more  effectual  provisions  in  lieu  there- 
of," power  is  given  to  the  churchwardens,  overseers,  and 
parishioners,  in  vestry  assembled,  to  make  certain  rates 
upon  all  persons  who  should  occupy,  hold,  or  use  any 
houses,  buildings,  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  or 
possess  any  rateable  property  within  the  said  parish,  for 
defraying  the  expenses  of  maintaining  and  employing  the 
poor  of  the  said  parish,  and  for  the  maintaining  the  high- 
ways and  cleansing  the  streets  within  the  said  parish ; 
such  rates  being  required  to  be  allowed  by  two  or  more 
justices  for  the  county  of  Kent.  It  was  further  enacted, 
that  notice  of  such  allowance  should  be  given,  and  that 
if  any  person  liable  to  pay  any  such  rate  should  neglect 
or  refuse  to  do  so  for  fourteen  days  afler  such  notice,  it 
should  be  lawful  for  any  one  of  his  Majesty's  justices  of 
the  peace  for  the  county  of  Kent  to  issue  his  warrant  of 
.  distress  on  complaint  made  of  such  neglect 

Prior  to  the  18th  January,  1844,  a  society  was  insti- 
tuted at  Greenwich  for  the  purposes  of  science  and  lite- 
rature, (unless  the  Court,  upon  the  facts  stated,  should 
come  to  a  contrary  conclusion),  by  the  name  of  '*  The 
Greenwich  Society  for  the  Difiusion  of  Useful 'Know- 
ledge." The  society  had  obtained  the  certificate  of  the 
barrister,  and  had  in  other  respects  complied  with  the 
requisites  of  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  36. 

Among  the  rules  of  the  society  were  the  following: — 

VIII.  The  whole  of  the  property  and  effects  belong- 
ing to  the  society  shall  be  invested  in  the  names  of  tlu'ee 
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trastees,  who  shall  be  elected  hj  the  society  at  a  special      ^1849. 
meeting. 

XIX.  No  dividend^  gift,  division,  or  bonus  in  money 
shall  or  may  on  any  account  be  made  from  the  funds  of 
the  society,  imto  or  between  any  of  its  members,  in 
respect  of  such  membership. 

XX.  In  the  eyent  of  the  dissolution  of  tiie  society, 
the  property  shall  not  be  divided  amongst  the  members, 
nor  appropriated  to  tiieir  private  use,  but  shall  be  given 
to  such  public  association  or  associations  for  the  promo- 
tion of  knowledge  as  may  be  deemed  by  tiie  members, 
at  their  last  meeting,  to  be  most  deserving. 

At  a  vestry  meeting  duly  held  on  30th  January, 
1846,  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  Greenwich, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  above-mentioned  local  act, 
made  one  rate  for  maintaining  and  employing  the  poor, 
and  another  for  maintaining  the  highways  and  cleansing 
the  streets  within  the  said  parish,  which  rates  were  duly 
allowed,  and  notice  of  the  allowance  duly  given.  In 
these  rates  the  names  of  the  plaintiffs  were  entered  as 
occupiers  and  owners  of  the  lecture-hall  and  rooms  be- 
longing to  the  said  society,  and  assessed  in  the  sum  of 
160i: 

The  plaintiffs  refused  to  pay  the  sum  at  which  they 
were  assessed  in  respect  of  such  buildings,  and  on  com- 
plaint made  by  the  collector  of  tiie  rates,  the  plaintiflb 
were  duly  summoned ;  and  on  24th  October,  1846,  they 
appeared  before  the  defendant,  at  tiie  police-court  at 
Greenwich,  and  claimed  exemption  from  the  rates,  un- 
der the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  36;  but  the  defendant,  after 
having  heard  the  facts  of  the  case,  directed  the  plaintiffs 
to  pay  tiie  rates,  and  eventually  issued  his  warrant  of 
distress,  under  which  the  goods  mentioned  ih  the  declar- 
ation were  seized. 

The  premises  belonging  to  tiie  society  consist  of  a 
lecture-hall,  library,  and  reading-rooms;  and,  except  as 

VOL.  lU.  L  L  N.  k.  c. 
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hereinafter  mentioiied5  the  sodetj  was  sapported  and 
conducted  according  to  the  roles  set  out  in  the  case. 
The  society  has  issued  public  printed  annooncements 
in  the  following  terms:  namelj^  *'The  leetare-hall, 
capable  of  holding  nearly  1000  persons,  and  several  class- 
rooms, may  be  hired  for  public  meetings,  lectures, 
concerts,  &c. ;  for  terms  apply  to  the  libraiian.''  In 
conformity  with  this  announcement,  the  society  has  on 
several  occasions,  as  well  before  as  since  the  making  of 
the  rates  in  question,  let  the  lecture^hall  to  persons  un- 
connected with  the  society.  It  has  been  let  for  meet- 
ings relating  to  the  payment  of  ohurchorates,  the  oom^* 
laws,  the  navigation  of  the  river  Thames,  and  the  peo- 
ple's charter,  for  sales  by  auction,  and  for  exhibitions  of 
various  kinds.  On  some  of  these  occasions  a  sum  in 
gross  has  been  paid  by  the  persons  so  hiring  the  said 
premises  to  the  trustees  of  the  society,  and  om  other 
occasions  a  sum  of  money  was  piud  at  the  door  by  each 
person  admitted ;  and  the  money  so  received  was  applied 
by  the  trustees  for  the  purposes  of  die  said  society,  in 
common  with  the  other  funds. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  question  for  the  ojun- 
ion  of  this  Court  was,  whether  the  plaintiffs  were  or  were 
not  entitled  to  the  exemption  provided  for  by  the  6  &  7 
Vict.  c.  36 ;  it  being  agreed  that  if  they  were,  jnd^ent 
was  to  be  entered  for  them,  with  202L  damages ;  others 
wise,  for  the  defendant.  Keither  party  was  dissatisfied 
with  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  power  was  reserved  to 
turn  the  case  into  a  special  verdict 

BoviU,  for  the  phunti& — This  society  falls  within  the 
exemption  in  the  statute  6  &  7  YicL  c.  36.  The  facta 
shew  the  purposes  to  which  the  society  was  applied ;  and, 
as  there  is  no  doubt  it  was  instituted  originally  for 
science  and  the  fine  arts,  there  can  be  no  question  that 
it  complies  with  the  first  branch  of  the  statute ;  and  it 
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18  snbimtted^  tBat,  as  the  premises  here  rated  were  oecu-  ^849. 
pied  bj  the  sooiety  for  the  transaction  of  its  business, 
and  for  the  carrying  into  effect  its  purposes,  it  falls 
within  tiie  second  branch.  [Alderson,  B. — The  society 
may  have  been  instituted  exclusively  for  science,  but  can 
yon  preserve  its  exemption  when  you  apply  it  to  other 
purposes  ?  The  words  of  the  statute  are,  ^*  is  instituted" 
simply,  and  not  ^^  originally  instituted."  PoUoeky  O.  B. 
— ^Whenever  new  objects  and  purposes  are  introduced 
into  such  a  body,  it  becomes  a  new  institution.]  The 
society  Was  no  doubt  instituted  for  science.  The  trus- 
tees occupy  the  premises  for  the  general  purposes  of  the 
society5  and  without  any  beneficial  interest.  They  are> 
therefore,  not  rateable.  In  Regina  v.  iShee{a)  it  was 
held  that  the  Boyal  Academy  was  not  rateable,  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  no  beneficial  interest,  though  the 
premises  occupied  by  that  body  were  used  for  tiie  pur- 
poses of  an  exhibition,  which  was  shewn  to  have  pro- 
duced 50002L  in  one  year,  which  was  applied  to  the 
purposes  of  the  society.  In  tiiis  case  the  proceedings  of 
the  meetings  and  exhibitions  are  all  applied  to  the  pur- 
poses of  the  institution,  there  being  no  dividend  among 
its  membert,  in  any  ehape. 

Crowder  (with  whom  was  LusK)  was  not  heard.- 

Pollock,  C.  B. — It  appears  to  me  there  must  be 
judgment  for  the  defendant,  the  plaintiffs  being  clearly 
liable  to  these  rates.  It  has  been  contended  that  this 
society  is  exempt  under  the  statute,  because  it  was  ori- 
ginally instituted  exclusively  for  science  and  the  fine  arts. 
That  might  have  been  so.  But  when  we  speak  of  in- 
stitutions, as  of  a  country,  for  instance,  we  do  not  mean 

(a)  4  Q.  B.  2. 

LL  2 


464  NEW  SESSIONS  CASES, 

1840.  the  original  laws  under  which  it  'started  into  life,  but 
those  by  which  it  was  goyemed  at  the  time  of  speaking. 
Whenever  a  change  is  introduced  into  the  scheme  of  a 
society  like  this,  its  institutions  are  altered.  It  is  no 
longer  a  society  instituted  for  scientific  purposes,  when 
its  premises  are  devoted  to  such  subjects  as  those  men- 
tioned in  this  case.  As,  therefore,  I  think  that  this  is 
not  a  society  instituted  solely  for  science  and  the  fine 
arts,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  phdntifis  are  liable  to  be 
rated,  and  judgment  must  be  ^ven  for  the  defendant. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is 
dear  that  the  institution  of  this  society  has  been  changed; 
and  if  it  were  shewn  to  have  been  so  changed  by  com- 
petent authority,  there  can  be  no  question  but  that  it 
would  then  have  ceased  to  be  occupied  for  its  ori^al 
purposes,  and  would  be  clearly  rateable.  The  case,  how- 
ever, does  not  find  that  the  change  was  introduced  by 
competent  authority,  and  I  should,  therefore,  hesitate 
before  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  that  change,  which 
would  disentitle  them  to  the  exemption,  had  been  intro- 
duced by  competent  authority.  But  I  do  find  that  the 
premises  have  been  partiy  occupied  for  and  devoted  to 
scientific  purposes  and  partiy  for  other  objects;  and  I  am 
of  opinion,  that,  to  entitie  the  society  to  this  exemption, 
the  act  ought  to  be  construed  to  mean  that  all  the  pre- 
mises should  be  exclusively  occupied  for  and  devoted  to 
science  and  the  fine  arts,  and  that  all  the  funds  of  the 
society  have  been  bond  fide  applied  to  carrying  out  its 
purposes.  That  is  not  done  when  they  devote  them  to 
the  purposes  here  enumerated.  And  if  the  trustees 
choose  to  convert  their  premises  and  buildings  into 
places  for  the  reception  and  accommodation  of  sach 
meetings,  and  derive  a  profit  from  so  doing,  they  must 
submit  to  be  rated  like  other  people,  though  it  may  be 
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that  there  is  no  beneficial  occupation  in  the  nominal        1849. 

occupiers.    For  these  reasons,  I  think  the  defendant  is  purtis 
entitled  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 


Aldebson  and  Platt,  Bs.,  concurred. 

BoviU  applied  for  leave  to  turn  the  case  into  a  special' 
verdict. 

Sed  per  Curiam. — The  point  is  too  clear  to  admit  of 
argument  If  the  plaintiffs  are  dissatisfied  with  our 
judgment,  they  may  resist  the  next  rate,  and  tender  a 
bill  of  exceptions  at  the  trial.  This  case  ought  not  to 
go  any  farther. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


Trail. 


The  Queen  t?.  T.  Paynter,  Esq.  j?^,  12. 

JVL  AKDAMUS  to  issue  a  warrant  of  distress  for  non-  Ssetion  lis  of 
payment  of  a  highway  rate.     The  writ  recited,  that,  by  ^^  4^.  m 
a  certain  rate  or  assessment  made  for  carryinfic  into  does  not  opo- 

•'  ~y  rate  to  exempt 

effect  the  purposes  of  the  Highway  Act  (5  &  6  WilL  4,  from  nteabflity 
c  50)  for  the  parish  of  St.  Mary,  Putney,  in  the  county  iSiS'tobe 
of  Surrey,   one  James  Wadmore,  was,  on  the  28pd  JJ^f  ^zfLid 
March,  1846,  duly  rated  and  assessed  as  the  occupier,  therefcre,  where 

land  upon 

jointly  with  divers  other  persons,  of  that  part  of  a  cer-  which  a  bridge 
tain  bridge  leading  from  the  parish  of  Putney,  in  the  ^  ^^/^  ^  ^^ 
county  of  Surrey,  to  the  parish  of  Fulham,  in  the  county  H^^  3*  it 
of  Middlesex,  as  is  situate  within  the  parish  of  Putney,  ^»  not  ex- 
and  the  land  upon  which  the  said  part  of  the  said  bridge  the  bridge 


is  erected,  together  with  the  toU-house  and  other  build-  ^J'^'JS^' 
ings,  at  the  sum  of  24i  6<. ;  that  the  rate  was  duly  *??^  *^!  P~- 

'    visions  of  oer* 

demanded,  and  payment  refusied,  and  that  the  defend-  tain  local  acta. 
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Tbe  QuBBN 

9. 
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anty  being  applied  to  on  behalf  of  the  surveyoiB  of  the 
pariah,  refused  to  issue  a  warrant  of  distress. 

Return. — I,  Thomas  Paynter,  Esq.,  one  of  the  magistrates  of 
the  police-courts  of  the  metropolis,  &c.,  do  most  humbly  certify, 
that  the  rate  or  assessment  upon  the  said  J.  Wadmore,  and  also 
other  persons,  in  the  said  highway  rate  in  the  said  writ  men- 
tioned, is  not,  and  was  not  at  any  time,  due  or  payable  by  the 
sud  James  Wadmore,  in  respect  either  of  his  own  occupation, 
or  of  his  occupation  jointly  with  any  other  person  or  persons,  or 
otherwise  howsoever,  of  that  part  of  the  bridge  in  the  sud  writ 
mentioned  and  described,  or  in  any  other  part  thereof,  nor  by 
reason  of  any  occupation  of  the  land  upon  which  the  said  part  of 
the  said  bridge,  or  any  part  thereof,  is  erected  and  built,  nor  in 
respect  of  the  toll*house  and  other  buildings  erected  thereon  and 
connected  therewith,  situated  in  the  said  parish  of  Putney ;  nor 
is  the  sud  James  Wadmore,  nor  was  he  ever,  liable  to  pay  the 
same,ybr  that  the  said  bridge  is  not  in  the  whole  or  in  part  liable 
to  be  rated  to  the  highway  rate  for  the  said  parish  of  Putney, 
but  is  exempted  therefrom  by  virtue  of  the  statute  5  &  6  Will. 
4y  c.  iSO,  intituled  ^^  An  Act  to  consolidate  and  amend  the  laws 
relating  to  highways  in  that  part  of  Great  Britain  called  Eng- 
land," by  reason  that  the  said  bridge,  and  every  part  thereof 
together  with  the  toll-house  and  other  buildings  erected  thereon 
and  connected  therewith,  was  and  were  at  the  time  of  making  the 
said  rate,  and  now  is  and  are,  paved,  repaired,  and  cleansed, 
under  and  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  a  certain  local  act  of 
Parliament,  (xii  Greo.  i),  intituled,  ^  An  Act  for  buHdli^ a  bridge 
across  the  river  of  Thames,  from  the  town  of  Fulham,  in  the 
county  of  Middlesex,  to  the  town  of  Putney,  in  the  county  of 
Surrey ;  ^  and  of  a  certain  other  local  act  of  Parliament,  (i  Geo.  ii), 
intituled,  **  An  Act  to  explain  and  amend  an  Act  made  in  the  12th 
year  of  the  reign  of  Greoige  the  First,  for  building  a  bridge  across 
the  river  of  Thames,  from  the  town  of  Fulham,  in  the  county  of 
Middlesex,  to  the  town  of  Putney,  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  and 
for  making  the  said  Act  more  efiectual."    And  therefore,  I,  the 
said  Thomas  Paynter,  did  refuse  to  issue  the  warrant  of  distresB^ 
in  the  said  writ  mentioned,  and  cannot  issue  the  said  writ  of 
distress,  as  by  the  said  writ  I  am  commanded. 

The  answer  of  the  said  Thomas  Paynter,  Esq.,  in  the  said  writ 

mentioned. 

Thomas  Patktbr. 

Demurrer  and  joinder. 

Crompton  {Pcuhky  with  him),  in  support  of  the  de- 


I 

\ 


V.   • 
Paymtbr. 
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murrer. — The  return  is  insufficient.  The  question  is,  1849. 
whether  the  11 3th  section  o£  the  5  &  6  WilL  4,  c  50,  jiie  Qubbn 
exempts  the  property  in  question  from  a  highway  rate ; 
and  it  is  submitted  that  it  does  not.  By  the  27th  sec^ 
tion  of  the  aot»  '*  the  rate  shall  be  made,  assessed,  and 
levied  by  the  surveyor  upon  all  property  now  liable  to 
be  rated  and  assessed  to  the  relief  of  the  poor."  Now  it 
-appears  from  Beffina  v.  PcufjUer  (a),  that  this  bridge  is 
rateable  to  the  poor;  it  is  therefore  clearly  within 
section  27,  Then  is  it  also  within  the  exempting 
secdon,  113?  That  section  enacts,  ^'that  nothing  in 
this  act  contained  shall  apply  to  any  roads,  bridges, 
carriageways,  cartways,  &c,  or  pavements,  which  now 
are,  or  may  hereafter  be,  paved,  repaired,  or  deansed, 
broken  up>  or  diverted,  under  or  by  virtue  of  the  pro- 
visions of  any  local  or  personal  act  or  acts  of  Parliament ;'' 
but  none  of  these  words  apply  to  lands^  which  is  the 
subject-matter  of  the  rate  here,  but  to  ways ;  and  the 
intention  of  this  dauae  was  only  to  prevent  the  inter- 
ference of  the  parish  surveyor  with  any  ways,  &c.,  which 
are  repaired  under  private  acts,  but  was  not  intended 
to  exempt  any  land  which  is  rateable  by  the  27th 
section.  Where  the  act  intends  to  exempt  property, 
the  exemption  is  plainly  expressed,  as  in  section  33 ; 
and  if  section  113  is  construed  to  exempt,  this  land,  it 
would  affect  it,  because  it  was  liable  to  a  highway  rate 
previous  to  the  passing  of  the  act. 

C.  Clark,  contra. — Where  the  words  of  an  exception 
are  plain  they  must  prevail,  unless  there  be  dear  and 
unambiguous  evidence  that  such  a  construction  would 
be  contrary  to  the  general  intent  of  the  statute,  and 
inconedvtent  with  other  and  overruling  provisions  of  the 
same  statute :  per  Coleridge,  J.,  in  Bex  v.  The  Poor-law 

(a)  7  Q.  B.  255. 
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1849.  Cammisri(mers{ay  Nowj  many  of  the  sections  in  this 
The  QvBBK  statute  distinctly  recognise  private  duties  and  liabilities 
PATNnE.  distinct  from  the  general  liability  imposed  by  the  act. 
Thus,  sections  21  and  23  recognise  the  duty  of  repur  by 
parishes ;  section  62,  by  parties  ratione  tenune ;  section 
96,  by  the  party  charged  therewith;  and  section  113 
expressly  exempts  turnpike-roads.  It  is  said  that  this 
section  only  applies  to  the  non-interference  of  the  sui^ 
veyors ;  but  it  is  submitted  that  it  applies  to  all  roads, 
bridges,  &C.,  which  ore  repaired  under  a  local  act,  and 
of  which  the  description  is  given  in  this  section.  Section 
115  exempts  the  dty  of  London,  and  section  116  is  a 
partial  exemption.  The  Legislature  then  knew  well 
how  to  exempt  generally  or  partially,  and  there  is 
nothing  to  show  that  section  113  is  not  a  general  ex- 
emption, and  therefore  that  tiiis  bridge  is  not  rateable  to 
the  highway  rate. 

Cromptan,  in  reply. — Section  113  cannot  exempt  any 
of  the  things  therein  mentioned  from  rateability,  because 
none  of  them  are  liable  to  be  rated.  A  way  is  never 
rated ;  it  is  only  an  easement.  The  word  '*  bridge/  in 
this  section,  means  ^'  bridge-way ;"  and  the  occupier  of 
the  land  on  which  it  is  built  is  liable  to  be  rated  for  it 
to  tiie  poor:  Regina  v.  The  Blachfriars  Bridge  Conr- 
pany{b). 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — ^This  property  has  been  rated 
in  the  parish  in  which  it  is  situated,  under  section  27  of 
the  Highway  Act ;  and  it  is  contended  that  it  is  not  liable 
to  be  rated,  because  it  is  exempted  by  the  words  of  sec- 
tion 113.  If  that  section  had  followed  immediately 
after  the  section  imposing  the  general  liability,  we  might 
have  had  some  difficulty;  but  theie  are  many  sections 

(a)  6  Ad.  &  £.  1.  (5)  0  Ad.  &  £.  828. 
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interposed,  some  of  which  relate  to  the  duties  of  survey- 
ors.    I  think  that  the  intention  of  ihe  Legislature  was     Th*  Qubbn 
not  bj  that  section  to  exempt  any  property  from  the      p    ** 
operation  of   the    general  liability  imposed   by  sec- 
tion 27. 

Pattesom,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  do  not 
see  how  the  113th  section  can  be  construed  to  exempt 
any  property  from  rateability,  and  I  think  that  Mr. 
Crompton  has  put  the  right  construction  on  it. 

Coleridge,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  adhere 
to  the  opinion  which  I  expressed  in  Regina  y.  The  Poor- 
law  Commissioners,  but  I  think  it  is  not  applicable  in 
this  case.  The  question  is,  whether  the  general  rating 
clause  is  affected  by  the  words  of  section  113 :  now  it 
will  not  be  unless  there  be  words  in  section  113  which 
designate  some  kind  of  property  which  is  rateable  within 
section  27 ;  but  ^ving  full  effect  to  the  words  of  that 
section,  I  think  they  do  not  include  any  kind  of  rateable 
property. 

Judgment  for  the  Crown  (a)« 

(a)  Wiphtmany  J.,  had  left  the  coart« 
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Feb,  12.  The  QuEEN  v.  Barton. 

Where  a  con-  J  ,  GRAY,  in  Hilary  Term  last,  had  obtained  a  writ  of 
29  Car*.  2,  c.  Certiorari  to  bring  into  this  court  a  conviction,  of  which 
L'^tS's..   *h«  Mowing  is  a  copy :- 

penalty  and  12#. 

for  costs,  and  Oxfordshire,  to  wit.— Be  it  remembered,  that,  on  the  dlat  day 
Myment'tbat  ^^  October,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1848,  at  the  Swan  Inn,  in  the 
the  same  should  pariah  of  Eynsham,  in  the  said  county,  Robert  Barton  is  con- 
be'  levied  by  victed  before  the  undersigned,  one  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the 
d^i^of  saffi^  peace  for  the  said  county,  for  that  he,  the  said  Robt.  Barton, 
dent  distress,  within  ten  days  now  last  past,  to  wit,  on  the  22nd  day  of  October, 
that  he  be  pnb-  in  the  year  aforesaid,  at  the  parish  of  Eynsham,  in  the  sud 
stocks  bv  the  ^^^^^^y?  being  then  and  there  above  the  age  of  14  years,  and 
space  of  two  being  then  and  there  a  dealer  in  fruit,  did  then  and  there  do  and 
hoars,  unless  exercise  certain  worldly  labour,  business,  and  work  of  his  ordinary 
samB^andTall  <^^*°fi>  o^  dealer  in  fruit  as  aforesaid  upon  the  Lord's-day,  to  wit, 
costs  of  the  dis-  the  day  aforesaid,  by  then  and  there  selling  to  one  Eliza  Lamboum 
tTMs,  be  sooner  a  certain  quantity  of  fruit,  to  wit,  one  hundred  walnuts,  the  same 
^^Held  that  ^^*  being  a  work  of  necessity  or  charity,  against  the  form  of  the 
the  convic-  statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided.    And  I  adjudge  the  said 

^^^  T-**  ^^'  Robt.  Barton  for  his  said  offence  to  forfeit  and  pay  the  sum  of  6t., 
him  to^tlw'*  ^  ^®  P*^^^  ^^^  applied  according  to  law,  and  also  to  pay  to  Heniy 
stocks  for  two  Jordan,  the  prosecutor,  the  sum  of  12«.,  for  his  costs  in  this  be- 
honrs  unless  half ;  and  if  the  said  several  sums  be  not  paid  forthwith,  I  order 
sooner'paid^'as  ^^^^  ^^®  same  be  levied  by  distress  and  sale  of  goods  and  chattels 
putting  in  the  of  the  said  Robert  Barton ;  and  in  de&ult  of  sufficient  distress^  I 
stocks  was  not  adjudge  the  said  Robert  Barton  to  be  set  publicly  in  the  stocks  in 
covering  the"  *^®  **^^  parish  of  Eynsham,  in  the  said  county  of  Oxford,  by  the 
penalty  under     space  of  two  hours,  unless  the  said  several  sums  and  all  costs  and 

tiie  stet.  of  Car.  charges  of  the  said  distress  be  sooner  paid.    Given  &c. 
2,  and  therefore 
that  it  was  not 

aided  by  the  The  Same  having  been  returned,  a  concilium  was 

Wt.  e.  43.       moved  for,  and  the  case  was  set  down  in  the  Crown 

paper. 

J,  Gray  was  now  heard  against  the  conviction — 

The  objection  is,  that  it  adjudges  the  defendant  to  fbr^ 

feit  and  pay  the  sum  of  5^.,  and  also  to  pay  the  sum  of 

128.  for  the  prosecutor's  costs;  and  in  default  of  payment 

of  the  several  sums,  that  the  same  be  levied  by  distress^ 


V. 

Baston. 
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and  in  default  of  sufficient  distresB^  that  he  be  set  pub-        1849. 

lidy  in  the  stocks  by  the  space  of  two  hours,  unless  the    The  Qdbbn 

sud  several  sums  and  all  costs  of  the  distress  shall  be 

sooner  paid.     It  is  submitted,  that  the  magistrate  had  no 

right  to  impose  the  payment  of  these  costs  as  a  condition 

of  getting  out     By  the  stat.  29  Car.  2,  c.  7,  s.  2,  the 

party  offending  ma]^  be  set  publicly  in  the  stocks  by  the 

space  of  two  hours,  in  default  of  sufficient  distress  or  in 

case  of  insufficiency  or  inability  of  the  offisuder  to  pay 

the  said  forfeitures  or  penalties.    By  this  statute,  then, 

the  justice  can  only  issue  his  distress-warrant  for  the 

penalty,  and  in  default  of  payment  of  the  penalty  may 

put  in  the  stocks.    It  is  said  that  this  is  cured  by  statute 

11  &  12  Vict,  c  43,  s.  18.     That  section  enacts,  ''that 

the  sums  so  allowed  for  costs  shall  be  recoverable  in  the 

same  manner  and  under  the  same  warrants  as  any  penalty 

or  sum  of  money  adjudged  to  be  paid  in  and  by  such 

conviction  or  order  is  to  be  recoverable."     Now,  the 

mode  of  recovering  the  penalty  under  29  Car.  2,  c  7,  is 

by  distress ;  and  if  no  sufficient  distress,  then  the  offender 

is  to  be  put  into  the  stocks :  but  that  is  not  a  mode  of 

recovering  the  penalty — ^it  is  a  punishment.     If  that  be 

so,  this  conviction  is  not  aided  by  this  statute,  because 

the  costs  can  only  be  recovered  in  the  same  manner  as 

the  penalty,  that  is,  by  distress.     A  distress-warrant 

might  have  issued  under  11  &  12  Yict  c  43,  for  the 

penalty  and  costs ;  but  he  can  only  be  put  in  the  stocks 

for  the  penalty,  and  he  has  a  right  to  be  released  upon 

payment  of  the  penalty. 

Barstowy  contriL — The  effect  of  the  statute  is  to  tack 
the  costs  on  to  the  penalty.  It  is  said  that  this  is  not 
a  mode  of  recovering  the  penalty;  but  that  is  not  so, 
for  the  man  may  pay  the  amount  rather  than  suffer  the 
punishment,  and  so  it  will  be  recovered.  Then,  as  the 
penalty  may  be  so  recovered  by  the  statute  of  Car.  2, 
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1849.        the  costs  may  be  leoovered.  In  like  maimer^  under  the 
The  QuBBN     statute  of  Victoria. 


V, 

Barton. 


J,  Gray  was  heard  in  reply. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — ^I  am  of  opinion,  that,  under 
the  statute  of  Car.  2,  the  penalty  could  not  be  said  to 
be  recovered  by  putting  in  the  stocks ;  and,  therefore, 
that  the  magistrates  had  no  right  to  adjudge  the  man  to 
be  put  in  the  stocks  for  two  hours  imless  those  costB 
were  paid. 

Patteson,  J. — The  putting  in  the  stocks  will  be 
justified  for  the  penalty,  but  not  for  the  costs. 

CoLEBiDOE,  J.,  concurred. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — I  think  that  the  act  substitutes  a 
punishment,  if  the  penalty  cannot  be  obtained  by  pay- 
ment or  distress. 

Conviction  quashed. 
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1849. 

The  Queen  »•  The  Justices  of  Berkshibe.  •^««.  26. 

The  following  order,  made  under  the  3  &  4  Vict  Where  an  «iicr 

^  ^         ^  by  two  justices, 

c.  54,  had  been  brought  up  by  certiorari  for  the  pur-  under  3  &  4 

/.,    •  i_   J  Viot.  c.  54, 

pose  of  being  quashed : —  a^jwUcatiiig 

the  setdement 
Berkshire,  to  wit. — '^  Whereas,  at  a  general  quarter  sessions  of  of  a  criminal 

the  peace,  holden  in  and  for  the  county  of  Berks,  at  Ahingdon,  in  lunftic  '^^ 
the  said  county,  on  Monday  the  4th  day  of  January,  1847,  upon  ^^  directing 
the  tri(il  of  one  John  Smith,  heing  then  and  there  indicted  for  a  the  guardians 
certain  felony,  by  him  alleged  to  have  been  committed,  it  was  of  ^  ««<»  ^^ 
given    in    evidence    that   the  said    John    Smith  was    insane  ^taatetopar 
at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  such  offence,  and  the  said  a  certain  weekly 
John  Smith  was  thereupon  acquitted  of  the  said  felony  by  the  Bom  for  his 
jurors  sworn  to  try  the  same ;  and  it  was  specially  found  by  JL iJ^  gU  the 
the  jurors  aforesaid  on  the  said  trial,  that  the  said  John  Smith  facts  eetablish- 
was  insane  at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  said  felony,  and   ^  ^^  ^^1,^^^ 
the  said  jurors  thereupon  declared  that  they  acquitted  the  said   ^^i^  ^^t  the 
John  Smith  of  the  said  felony  on  account  of  such  insanity ;  where-   order  was  not 
upon,  it  was  ordered  by  the  Court,  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  in  bad  '®^?™jj' 
such  case  made  and  provide<d,  that  the  said  John  Smith  should   ^^  ^lardians 
be  kept  in  strict  custody,  in  her  Majesty's  gaol  at  Reading,  in  in  terms  to 
and  for  the  said  county,  until  her  Majesty's  pleasure  should  be  "'^k®  '^^^^r 
known  touching  the  custody  of  the  said  John  Smith;   and  ^^e^^ighof 
whereas  the  said  John  Smith  is  now  a  criminal  lunatic,  kept  in   N. 
custody  in  her  Majesty's  gaol  at  Reading,  in  and  for  the  said 
county,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  above  recited  order  of  the 
said  court  of  quarter  sessions ;  and  whereas  we,  Richard  Fellows 
and  George  Beauchamp,  Esquires,  whose  hands  and  seals  are 
hereunto  affixed,  two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in 
and  for  the  said  county,  have  this  day  inquired  into  the  circum- 
stances and  place  of  the  last  legal  settlement  of  the  said  John  Smith, 
by  the  best  legal  evidence  that  could  be  procured  under  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  personal  legal  disability  of  the  said  John  Smith, 
and  particularly  by  the  oath  of  one  Sophia  Smith,  of  the  parish 
of  Newbery,  in  the  said  county,  widow,  the  mother  of  the  said 
John  Smith ;  and  whereas  it  appears  to  us,  as  well  upon  the 
oath  of  the  said  Sophia  Smith  as  otherwise,  that  the  said  John 
Smith  is  not  possessed  of  sufficient  property  which  could  be  ap^ 
plied  to  his  maintenance,  and  that  the  place  of  his  last  legal  set- 
tlement is  the  parish  of  Newbery  aforesaid,  in  the  county  of 
Serks ;  now  we,  the  said  justices,  upon  due  consideration  of  all 
and  singular  the  premises,  do  hereby  adjudge  the  parish  of  New- 
bery to  be  the  place  of  the  last  legal  settlement  of  the  said  John 
VOL.  ni.  MM  M.S.  C. 
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Smith."  The  order  then  recited  a  warrant  from  Sir  Geoige  Grey, 
as  Secretary  of  State  for  the  Home  Department,  by  which,  after 
reciting  the  first  section  of  the  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  54,  the  trial  and 
acquittal  of  the  lunatic,  and  his  confinement  in  Reading  gaol, 
and  tliat  an  asylum  at  Deyizes,  in  the  county  of  Wilts^  had  been 
recommended  to  him  as  a  fit  and  proper  receptacle  for  the  said 
lunatic ;  and  that  it  had  been  certified  to  him  by  two  justices 
of  the  peace,  that  they  intended  to  make  an  order  upon  the  New- 
bery  Union,  in  the  county  of  Berks,  in  which  the  said  lunatic 
has  been  adjudged  to  be  settled,  for  the  weekly  maintenance  of 
the  said  lunatic  in  a  lunatic  asylum,  he  directed  his  removal  to 
the  said  lunatic  asylum.  The  order  then  proceeded  as  follows: — 
*^Now  we,  the  said  justices,  upon  proof  before  us  of  all  and  singu- 
lar the  premises,  do  hereby  further  order  and  direct  you  the 
guardians  of  the  Newbery  Union,  being  a  union  declared  by  the 
poor-law  commissioners,  within  which  the  pariah  of  Newbery, 
aforesaid,  is  comprised,  to  pay  weekly,  and  every  week  finom  and 
after  the  26th  day  of  September  next,  to  Thomas  Phillips,  the 
proprietor  of  the  said  lunatic  asylum,  the  sum  of  ten  shillings, 
which  we  do  hereby  adjudge  to  be  a  reasonable  charge  for  the 
maintenance  of  the  said  John  Smith  in  the  s^d  lunatic  asylum, 
and  which  the  said  Thomas  Phillips,  the  proprietor  thereof,  is 
willing  to  receive  in  that  behalf,  for  and  during  so  long  a  time  as 
the  said  John  Smith  shall  continue  in  custody,  in  the  said  lunatic 
asylum,  by  virtue  of  the  said  order  of  the  Secretary  of  State  as 
aforesaid,  the  first  payment  of  the  said  weekly  sum  of  ten  shil- 
lings to  commence  on  the  3rd  day  of  October,  1848.    Given,  &c.*' 

Fitzherberty  In  this  term,  moved  to  quash  the  order  (a). 
It  appears,  from  the  form  of  the  order,  that  the  justices 
have  acted  under  the  2ad  section  of  the  stat.  3  &  4  Vict 
c.  54  (i) ;  and  that  section  requires  them  to  make  the 


(a)  Before  Urhy  J.,  in  the 
Bail  Court. 

(6)  Stat.  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  54, 
sect.  2.  ^^  It  shall  be  lawful 
for  such  two  justices,  or  any 
other  two  justices  of  the  peace 
of  the  county,  city,  borough, 
or  place  where  such  person  is 
imprisoned,  to  inquire  into,  and 
ascertain,  by  the  best  evidence 
or  information  that  can  be  ob» 
tained  under  the  circumstancesy 
of  the  personal  legal  disability 


of  such  insane  person,  the  place 
of  the  last  legal  settlement,  and 
the  pecuniary  cireumstanoes  of 
such  person ;  and  if  it  shall 
not  appear  that  he  or  she  is 
possessed  of  sufBcient  property, 
which  can  be  applied  to  his  or 
her  maintenance,  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  such  two  justices,  by 
order  under  their  hands,  to  di- 
rect the  overseers  of  the  parish 
where  they  adjudge  him  or  her 
to  be  lawfully  settled,  or  m  caae 
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order  on  the  guardians  of  the  union  to  pay  on  behalf  of 
such  parish.  Here  no  particular  parish  is  pointed  out 
on  whose  behalf  the  guardians  are  to  pay ;  and  it  is  ne-; 
cessary  that  the  order  should  point  out  the  particular 
parish,  otherwise  the  guardians,  who  are  trustees  for  the 
different  parishes  comprising  the  union,  would  not  know 
whom  they  were  to  debit  with  the  amount  The  ap- 
peal clause,  sect  4,  refers  to  orders  made  by  the  jus^ 
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such  parish  be  comprised  in  a 
mion  declared  by  the  poor-law 
commiflBionerSyOr  tHaaXk  be  under 
the  management  of  a  board  of 
guardians  established  by  the 
poor-law  commissionerB,  then 
the  guardians  of  such  union, 
or  of  such  pariidi,  (as  the  case 
may  be),  to  pay  on  behalf  of 
sach  parish,  in  the  case  of  any 
person  removed  under  this  act, 
all  reasonable  charges  for  in- 
quiring into  such  person's  in- 
sanity, and  for  conveying  him 
or  her  to  such  county  lunatic 
asylum  or  receptacle  for  insane 
persons,  and  to  pay  such  week- 
ly sum  as  they  or  any  two  jus- 
tices shall,  by  writing  under 
their  hands,  from  time  to  time 
direct,  for  his  or  her  mainte- 
naxioe  in  such  asylum  or  recep- 
tacle in  which  he  or  she  shall  be 
confined;  and  in  the  ease  of  any 
person  removed  under  any  for- 
mer act  relating  to  insane  pri- 
soners, to  pay  such  weekly  sum 
as  they  or  any  two  such  jus- 
tices as  aforesaid  shall,  by  writ- 
ing under  their  hands,  from  time 
to  time  direct,  for  his  or  her 
maintenance  in  the  asylum  or 
receptacle  in  which  he  or  she 
is  confined." 

Sect  4.  **  That  if  any  person 

M  M 


shall  feel  aggrieved  by  any  or- 
der of  any  justices  as  aforesaid, 
such  person  may  appeal  to  the 
justices  of  the  peace  at  the  next 
quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  to 
be  holden  in  and  for  the  county, 
city,  borough,  or  place  where 
the  matter  of  appeal  shall  have 
arisen,  the  person  so  appealing 
having  given  to  the  justices 
against  whose  order  such  appeal 
shall  be  made  ten  days'  notice 
of  his  or  her  intention  to  make 
such  appeal.** 

Sect.  7.  ''  That  it  shaU  be 
lawful  for  such  two  justices,  by 
order  under  their  hands,  to  di- 
rect the  overseers  of  the  parish  in 
which  they  shall  adjudge  such 
insane  person,  as  last  aforesaid, 
to  be  legally  settled,  or  in  case 
such  parish  shall  be  comprised  in 
aunion  declared  by  thepoor-law 
commissioners,  or  shall  be  un- 
der the  management  of  a  board 
of  guardians  established  by 
the  poor-law  conunissioners, 
then  the  guardians  of  such 
union  or  parish,  as  the  case 
may  be,  to  pay  such  weekly 
sum  for  the  maintenance  of 
such  person,  as  they,  or  any 
such  two  justices,  shall,  by 
writing  under  their  hands^  di- 
rect." 
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tices  as  aforesaid ;  and  it  ma  j  be,  that  there  is  an  appeal 
agiunst  an  order  made  under  sect  2,  but  that  there  is 
none  against  an  order  made  under  sect.  7. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


Erle,  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 
— A  rule.nisij  for  quashing  an  order  on  the  guardians 
of  the  Newbery  Union,  to  paj  the  maintenance  of  a 
criminal  lunatic  in  an  asylum,  was  moved  for  on  the 
ground  that  such  order  did  not  direct  the  payment  to  be 
on  behalf  of  the  parish.  But,  inasmuch  as  the  order 
recites  all  the  facts  establishing  the  liability  of  the 
parish,  BO  that  a  pajrment  in  obedience  to  such  order 
will  be  a  payment  on  behalf  of  the  parish,  and  charge- 
able thereto ;  and  as  a  new  order,  containing  the  re- 
quired addition,  would  only  have  the  effect  of  expressing 
more  clearly  this  liability,  I  see  no  suffident  reason  for 
quashing  the  present  order. 

Bule  refused. 
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The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Fobncett  Saint      ^^'  24. 

Mart. 

vIN  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  for  the  By  a  local  act 

•  .  (1&2  "Will.  4 

city  and  county  of  Norwich,  bearing  date  the  16th  ot  ),^  ^^  fj^  gol  ' 
November,  1846,  for  the  removal  of  William  Catch-  ▼e™o^depu^. 

gQYertkOTf  ana 

pole  and  Esther  his  wife,  and  their  two  children,  from^gaardJwMo'the 
the  parish  of  St.  Stephen,  in  the  said  city  and  county  of  and  county  of 
Norwich,  to  the  parish  of  Fomcett  Saint  Mary,  in  the  y^'J^cs  oTthe 
county  of  Norfolk,  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  con-  ■»"«»  ^^'^  '"- 

"^  ^  ^  ^  oorporated.  By 

firmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  sect.  29  of  the 
Queen's  Bench  upon  the  following  case : —  corporation 

were  to  have 
the  care  of  the 
poor.    By  lect. 
31,  they  were 
invested  with 
all  the  powers 
and  authorities 
of  churchwar- 
dens and  over- 
leers  in  all 
cases  touching 
the  apprentice 
ing,  mainte- 
nance* relief,    . 
management, 
nrn  •  1  ..  xi»A»x«  pcmoval,  or  em- 

Ihis  was  an  appeal  against  a  warrant  of  two  justices  pioymentof  the 
of  the  peace  of  the  city  and  county  of  the  city  of  Nor-  P^"^'  and  were 

■^  *f  J  'f  empowered  to 

wich,  applied  for  and  obtained  on  the  16th  of  November,  institute  and 

,-^-    -        ,  _        ,  ,  defend  any  ap- 

A.D.  1846,  by  the  governor,  deputy-governor,  and  guar-  peal  against 
dians  of  the  poor  of  the  said  city  and  county,  for  the  JJJ^^  remo^ 

Tal.  By  sect. 
32,  justices  were  empowered  to  proceed  on  the  complaint  of  the  corporation  in  all  case* 
in  which  they  might  proceed  on  the  complaint  of  any  churchwarden  or  overseer  of  any 
of  the  parishes.  By  sect.  34,  they  were  authorised  to  assetis  and  apportion  the  share 
to  be  paid  by  each  parish,  and  by  sect.  36,  the  corporation,  in  calculating  the  proportion 
to  be  raised  by  the  several  parishes,  were  to  calculate  the  same  upon  the  whole  annual  Talue 
of  the  messuages,  &c.,  in  the  city. 

The  corporation  applied  for  an  order  for  the  removal  of  a  pauper  from  the  parish  of  St. 
S.,  in  the  city  of  Norwich,  to  a  pariah  out  of  the  said  city.  The  pauper  had  resided  two 
years  next  before  the  application  for  the  order  in  the  parish  of  St.  S.,  and  for  twenty  yean 
iuAnediately  preceding,  in  the  hamlet  of  H.,  in  the  said  city:— -^e/<f,  that  Norwich  is  a 
city  maintaining  its  own  poor,  and  is,  therefore,  a  parish  within  the  109th  section  of  4  &  5 
Will.  4,  c.  76;  and  as  this  statute  is  incorporated  in  stat«  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66,  that  the  pau- 
per was  rendered  irremotable  by  the  latter  statute. 


Norwich  Easter  Sessions. 
The  Churchwardens  and  Overseers  of 
the  Poor  of  Fomcett  Saint  Mary,  in 
the  County  of  Norfolk 

and 
The  Governor,  Deputy-governor,  and 
Guardians  of  the  Poor  of  the  City 
and  County  of  the  City  of  Norwich  -  Bespondents. 
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1840.        removal  of  William  Catchpole,  his  wife  and  children, 
The  Qu«BN     tlierein  named,  from  the  parish  of  St  Stephen,  in  the 

Inhabkanta  of  ^^  ^^^  "*^  county  of  the  dty  of  Norwich,  to  the 
FoENCKTT  parish  of  Fomcett  Saint  Mary,  in  the  county  of  Noi^ 
folk.  The  warrant  was  confirmed  subject  to  the  opuuon 
of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  on  the  folio wbg  case  :— 
The  city  and  county  of  the  city  of  Norwich  extends 
over  thirty-six  parishes  and  six  hamlets,  the  poor  of 
which  are  maintained  out  of  a  ooomion  fund  raised 
ynder  the  provisions  of  an  act  of  parliament  passed  on, 
the  23rd  of  August,  1831,  (royal  assent),  intituled 
**  An  Act  for  the  better  management  of  the  poor  m 
the  several  parishes  and  hamlets  in  the  City  of  Nor- 
wich and  County  of  the  same  City"  (a),  the  said  parishes 

(a)  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  li,  s.  2*  and  blind  inhabitants  of  the 

'*A  nd  be  it  farther  enacted.  That  said  parishes  and  hamkt8>  and 

on  the  Monday  fortnight  next  of  the  other  inhabitants  of  the 

after  the  passing  of  this  act,  and  said  parishes  and  hamlets^  being 

on  the  first  Monday  in  the  month  poor,  and  not  being  able  to  work 

of  Jnne  in  each  succeeding  year,  or  obtain  work  (except  as  shall 

there  shall  be  elected  for  the  se-  be  sufficiently  proTided  for  by 

Tend  parishes  and  hamlets  in  charitable  gifts  of  other  penou, 

the  said  city  and  county,  sixty-  or  in  hospitals  or  almshovMS 

three  persons,  to  be  guardians  within  the  said  city);  and  in  or- 

of  the  poor  of  the  said  city  and  der'thereto,shallhavefQll  power 

county,  in  the  proportions  hen-  to  examine,  search,  aadsee  what 

inafter  mentioned."  poor  perKms  theMare  come  inUs 

Sect.  11.  '^  And  be  it  farther  inhabitingyorresidizigwithinthe 

enacted,  That  the  guardians  to  said  parishes  and  hamlets,  or 

be  elected  in  manner  herein  di-  any  of  them;  and  shall  have 

rected,  shall  be  a  coiporation,  power  to  reonve  all  such  poor 

by  the  name  of  the  goyernor,  persons  into  any  workhoose  be- 

deputy  •goTemor,  and  guardians  longing  or  to  belong  to  the  said 

of  the  poor  of  the  city  of  Nor-  corporation." 

wich  and  liberties  of  the  same."  Sect.  31 .  ^  That  the  said  cor^ 

Sect.  29.  ^  That  the  said  oor-  porationhsreby eonstituted,  and 

poration,  hereby   constituted,  their  successors,  shall  be  and 

shall  hare  the  care  of  and  pro-  they  are  hereby  declared  to  be 

vide  for  the  maintenance  of  all  vested  with,  and  shall  and  are 

the  poor,  lame,  impotent,  old,  hereby  requii'ed  to  exercise  aU 
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and  hamlets  not  being  severally  charged  with  the  main-        1849. 
tenance  of  their  own  poor ;  and  the  said  act  is  to  be    ^^^  qubbn 


and  eveiy  the  powers  and  an- 
thorities  with  which  church- 
wardens and  overseers  of  the 
poor,  or  any  of  them,  by  any 
laws  made  or  to  he  made,  in  all 
or  any  cases  touching  or  con- 
cerning the  apprenticing,  nudn- 
tenance,  relief,  management,  re- 
moval, or  employment  of  the 
poor,  or  the  application  of  any 
of  the  rates  made  for  their  use 
or  maintenance,  are  or  shall 
be  invested  (except  as  herein 
otherwise  provided);  and  the 
said  corporadon,  or  the  governor 
or  deputy-governor  for  the  time 
being,  or  any  person  appointed 
by  or  on  behalf  of  the  said  cor*- 
poration,  are  and  is  hereby  au- 
thorised and  empowered  to  do 
and  perform  all  and  every  such 


V, 


law  made  or  to  he  made,  are    Inhabitants  of 

empowered  or  required  to  do."     sIi^Tui^y. 

Sect.  32.  ''  That  in  all  cases 
not  herein  otherwise  provided 
for,  in  which  one  or  more  jus- 
tice or  justices  of  the  peace  is 
or  are  empowered  by  any  law, 
now  or  hereafter  to  be  made,  to 
proceed  on  the  complaint  of  the 
churchwardens  and  overseers  of 
the  poor,  or  any  of  them,  it 
shall  and  may  be  lawful  for 
such  justice  or  justices,  and  he 
and  they  is  and  are  hereby  re- 
quired, to  proceed  on  the  com- 
plaint of  the  said  governor,  or 
deputy-governor,  or  the  clerk  of 
the  said  corporation  for  the 
time  being,  or  other  person  or 
persons  appointed  by  the  said 
corporation,  in  such  and  the 


acts  or  act  as  churchwardens    like  manner  to  all  intents  and 
and  overseen  of  the  poor,  or  any     purposes,  as  if  such  complaint 


of  them,  are  or  may  be  enabled 
to,  do  and  perform  (except  as 
herein  otherwise  provided)  in 
all  or  any  such  cases;  and  the 
said  corporation,  or  the  governor 
or  deputy-governor  for  the  said 
time  being  on  behalf  of  the  said 
corporation,  shall  and  may  in- 
stitute and  defend  any  appeal 


had  been  made  by  the  church- 
wardens and  overseers  of  any  of 
the  said  parishes  or  hamleta^  or 
any  of  them ;  and  all  orders  for 
the  removal  of  any  poor,  lame, 
blind,  or  impotent  person, 
chai^eable  to  any  of  the  said 
parishes  or  hamlets,  shall  be 
made  upon  the  complaint  of 


against  any  rate  or  any  order  of    the  said  governor  or  deputy-go- 
removal,  or  for  the  maintenance    vemor,  or  some  person  appoint- 


of  bastard  children,  or  any  other 
order  relating  to  the  poor  of  the 
said  city,  or  in  anywise  relating 
to  or  affecting  the  objects  or 
purposes  of  this  act,  and  issue 
or  receive  any  notice  respecting 


ed  on  behalf  of  the  said  corpo- 
ration, and  every  such  removal 
shall,  upon  the  order  of  re- 
moval, be  stated  to  be  made 
upon  the  complaint  of  the  go- 
vernor,  deputy-governor,  and 


the  same,  in  the  same  manner  guardians  of  the  poor  of  the 
as  churchwardens  and  overseera  city  and  county  of  Norwich, 
of  the  poor  respectively,  by  any     and  liberties  of  the  same.' 


» 
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taken  as  fbrmibg  part  of  this  case.  The  panper^  Wil- 
liam Catchpole,  had  resided  in  the  said  parish  of  St. 
Stephen  for  two  years  next  before  the  application  ibr 
the  said  warrant  of  removal,  having  resided  in  the  ham- 
let of  Heigham,  in  the  said  city  and  county  of  the  said 
city,  daring  the  twenty  years  immediately  preceding 
the  said  two  years,  there  being  no  interval  between  his 
leaving  the  said  hamlet  of  Heigham  and  his  going  to 
reside  in  the  said  parish  of  St.  Stephen. 

For  a  period  of  more  than  five  years  next  before  the 
month  of  September,  1845,  the  pauper  was  not  a  pri- 
soner in  8  prison,  neither  did  he  serve  her  Majesty  as 
a  soldier,  marine,  or  sailor,  nor  reside  as  an  in-pensioner 
in  Greenwich  or  Chelsea  Hospital,  nor  was  he  confined 
in  a  lunatic  asylum,  or  house  duly  licensed,  or  hospital 
registered  for  the  reception  of  lunatics,  or  as  a  patient 
in  a  hospital,  nor  did  he  receive  relief  from  any  parish, 
nor  was  he  wholly  or  in  part  maintiuned  by  any  rate  or 
subscription  raised  in  a  parish  in  which  he  did  not  reside, 
not  being  a  honsL  fide  charitable  gift.     In  the  month  of 


By  sect.  34,  the  corporation 
were  authorised  to  assess  and 
apportion  the  share  to  be  paid 
by  each  parish  and  hamlet  for 
the  relief  of  the  poor. 

By  sect.  85,  the  corporation 
were  empowered  to  appoint  the 
churchwardens  and  overseers, 
or  such  other  person  as  they 
might  think  proper,  to  assess 
and  levy  the  rates. 

Sect.  42.  ^  That  the  guardians, 
in  fixing  and  determhiing  the 
proportion  of  the  monies  to  be 
raised  for  the  relief  of  the  poor 
by  the  said  several  parishes, 
hamlets,  &c.,  should  calculate 
the  same  upon  the  whole  an- 
nual value  of  the  messuages, 
lands,  &e.  within  the  city.^ 


Sect.  88.  "That  appeals 
against  orders  for  the  removal 
of  poor  persons  from  any  pa- 
rish, hamlet,  liberty,  or  place 
within  the  said  city  and  county 
of  the  same  city,  to  any  pa- 
rish, hamlet,  liberty,  or  place, 
not  being  in  the  said  city  and 
county  of  the  same  city,  shall 
be  made  to  the  general  quarter 
sessions  of  the  peace  for  the 
county  of  Norfolk,  to  be  holden 
within  four  calendar  months 
next  after  the  cause  of  such, 
appeal  shall  have  arisen,  and  on 
giving  eight  days' noUce  of  snch 
appeal  to  the  governor,  or  de- 
puty-governor, or  to  the  clerk 
of  the  said  guardians  for  tbe 
time  being.' 


i> 
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September,  1845,  the  pauper  received  relief  from  the         1349. 
appellant  parish;   and  he  continued  to  receive  such     ThTouEBv 
relief  up  to  the  middle  of  Ausnist.  1846,  when  it  waa  ^• 

/  .,..,,        Inhabitants  of 

discontinued.  Upon  such  relief  being  discontinued,  the  Forncktt 
pauper  applied  for  relief  to  the  governor,  deputy-go- 
vernor, and  guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  said  city  and 
county  of  the  city  of  Norwich,  under  the  provisions  of 
the  said  act,  who  thereupon  relieved  him  by  the  pay- 
ment of  a  sum  of  money  weekly,  and  he  was  in  the 
receipt  of  such  relief  at  the  date  of  the  warrant  of  re- 
moval It  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  appellants, 
that  the  city  and  county  of  Norwich  is  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  word  **  parish,"  as  interpreted  in  the  stat.  4 
&  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  109 ;  and  that  the  residence  of  the 
pauper  in  the  city  and  county  of  the  city  of  Norwich — 
viz.  in  the  said  hamlet  of  Heigham,  and  the  said  parish 
of  St  Stephen  together — for  twenty-two  years  next 
before  the  application  for  the  said  warrant  of  removal, 
rendered  him  irremovable,  under  the  stat.  9  &  10  Vict, 
c  ^^.  If  the  Court  should  be  of  that  opinion,  the 
warrant  is  to  be  quashed ;  but  if  not,  it  is  to  be  con- 
firmed. 

Martin  and  Pashley,  in  support  of  the  order  of  ses- 
sions (a). — The  question  is,  if  the  city  and  county  of 
Norwich  is  a  parish,  within  the  meaning  of  the  stat  9 
&  10  Vict  c  66,  s.  I.  That  statute  enacts,  "  That  no 
person  shall  be  removed,  nor  shall  any  warrant  be  granted 
for  the  removal  of  any  person  from  any  parish,  in  which 
such  person  shall  have  resided  for  five  years  next  before 
the  application  for  the  warrant"  Now  the  pauper  has 
only  resided  two  years  in  the  parish  of  St  Stephen, 
from  which  he  is  sought  to  be  removed,  unless  it  can  be 
shewn,  on  the  other  side,  that  his  residence  in  another 

(a)  Before  Lord  Denman^  C.  J.,  Patteson,  Coieridgcy  and  Erle^  Js. 
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1849.^  hamlet  in  the  city  and  county  can  coalesce  with  his  resi*- 
The  QuBBN  dence  in  the  parish  of  Fomcett  Saint  Mary,  so  as  to 
inhsbUantsof  ^^J^cler  him  irremovable.  By  sect  8  of  the  above  sta- 
slm^Hr.  tute,  the  stat.  4  &  5  Will,  4,  c.  76,  is  incorporated  with 
it ;  and  the  109th  section  of  the  latter  act  defines  a 
'^parish"  to  include  any  parish,  city,  borough,  town^ 
township,  liberty,  pnecinct,  vill,  village,  hamlet^  tithing, 
chapelry,  or  any  other  place,  or  division,  or  district  of 
a  place  maintaining  its  own  poor,  whether  parochial  or 
extra-parochial."  It  is  submitted,  that  the  city  of 
Norwich  is  not  a  parish  within  this  definition;  and 
that,  though  all  the  parishes  in  the  city  are  brought 
under  one  management,  for  the  purpose  of  economy, 
and  all  the  poor  are  to  be  relieved  out  of  one  general 
fund,  yet  that  they  are  separate  and  distinct  for  the 
purposes  of  chargeability  and  removability,  just  as  pa- 
rishes would  be  which  are  incorporated  under  Gilbert's 
Act^  22  Geo.  8,  c  83.  By  the  local  act,  1  &  2  Will. 
4,  c.  li,  s.  2,  guardians  are  to  be  appointed  for  each 
parish;  and,  by  sect  11^  these  guardians  are  incorpo- 
rated, under  the  name  of  the  governor,  deputy  governor, 
and  guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  city  and  county  of 
Norwidi  and  liberties  of  the  same;"  and,  by  sect  25, 
all  the  property  is  vested  in  the  new  body.  By  sect 
29,  the  corporation  is  to  have  the  care  of  the  poor ;  and^ 
by  sect  31,  it  is  invested  with  all  the  powers  of  church- 
wardens and  overseers.  Sect  32  clearly  contemplates 
a  chargeability  to  the  different  parishes.  In  sect  88^ 
provision  is  made  for  the  removal  of  poor  persons  from 
any  parish  within  the  city,  to  any  parish  not  being 
within  it ;  and,  as  far  as  regards  strangers,  the  parishes 
within  the  city  have  been  held  to  be  separate  and  dis- 
tinct:  Rex  V.  SL  Michaels  (a);  Rex  v.  Wymondham  (6)^ 
In  the  present  case,  the  removal  is  stated  to  have  taken 

(o)  6  T.  R.  636.  (h)  6  T.  R.  662. 
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place  firom  a  particular  parbh,  and  not  from  the  city  gene-        IS^- 

rally.     This  is  not  a  city  maintuning  its  own  poor^  The  Quebn 

within  the  meaning  of  sect.  109  of  stat.  4  &  5  WilL  4»  i„habUant8  of 

c  76,  although  it  may  mamtain  the  poor  of  the  different  g  J^^^^^mYey. 
parishes  in  it. 

Biffffs  Andrews,  contriL — This  is  a  city  maintaining 
it-s  own  poor,  and  is  within  the  interpretation  clause  of 
Stat  4  &  5  WilL  4,  c  76.     The  main  purpose  of  the 
dtat.  1  &  2  WilL  4,  c  li,  was  to  get  rid  of  the  distinc- 
tion of  parishes  within  the  city,  and  to  make  them  the 
poor  of  the  city,  and  not  of  the  parishes.     It  may  be^ 
that  the  overseers  aiid  churchwardens  are  not  put  an 
end  to,  but  all  their  powers  are  transferred  to  the  cor- 
poration.    They  are  authorised  to  act  in  the  removal 
and  employment  of  paupers,  and  to  defend  appeals,  and 
sect.  31  speaks  of  the  poor  of  the  said  city.     The  cases 
which  have  been  quoted  on  the  other  side  do  not  apply, 
because  the  whole  case  tinms  upon  the  construction  of 
the  interpretation  clause.     The  stat.  9  &  10  Vict  c.  66, 
is  to  be  read  as  if  it  enacted,  that  no  person  shall  be 
removed  from  any  city  maintaining  its  own  poor,  who 
shall  have  resided  therein  for  five  years.    \^Cokridffe,  J. 
— The  question  is,  whether  ''  maintaining  its  own  poor" 
is  synonymous  with  ''to  which  or  from  which  an  order 
of  removal  may  be  made."]     The  governors  and  guard- 
ians are  the  complainants,  on  behalf  of  the  whole  city, 
4ind  are  respondents  in  the  appeal;   and,  though  in 
form  the  removal  is  from  a  particular  parish,  yet  it  is 
in  fact  from  the  city,  for  each  parish  is  assessed,  not 
for  their  own  poor,  but  for  the  poor  of  the  whole  city. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court — The  pauper  in  this  case  was  removed 
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1849.        from  the  parish  of  St  Stephen,  Norwich,  to  Fomoett 

The  QuKKK     ^^  Mary,  in  Norfolk.     He  had  resided  for  two  yearo 

»•  in  the  parish  of  St  Stephen,  and  for  twenty  years  im- 

Inbabitants  of  t       i      ,     /.  i         .  i  /•  -rr  •   i 

FoRNCBTT     mediately  before  that  m  the  hamlet  of  Heigham,  m 
Saint  Maey.   jf q^^j^Jj^     gy  stat  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c  li,  provisions  are 

made  under  which  the  poor  of  the  various  parishes  and 
places  in  the  city  of  Norwich  are  maintained  out  of  a 
joint  fund  raised  by  the  corporation  and  guardians  by 
assessments  according  to  the  value  of  the  property  in 
each  parish  and  place,  without  regard  to  the  numbers  of 
persons  relieved  in  each ;  the  same  course  had  prevailed 
under  previous  acts  of  parliament,  which  were  repealed 
by  the  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c  li.  Notwithstanding  this 
joint  fund,  it  had  been  decided  twice,  that  the  parishes 
and  places  in  Norwich  remained,  in  their  relation  to 
other  places  out  of  the  city,  distinct  and  separate :  Rex 
V.  St  Michael  and  Rex  v.  fVyrnondham ;  and  the  same 
rule  would  prevail  at  this  day  as  to  settlements  and 
many  other  matters.  But  the  question  in  the  present 
case  arises  as  to  the  legality  of  the  warrant  of  remo- 
val under  the  1st  section  of  the  9  &  10  Vict  c.  66, 
which  provides  '^  that  no  person  shall  be  removed,  nor 
shall  any  warrant  be  granted  for  the  removal  of  any 
person,  from  any  parish  in  which  such  person  shall  have 
resided  for  five  years  next  before  the  application  for  the 
warrant,"  and  the  8th  section,  which  incorporates  into 
the  act  the  provisions  of  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c  76,  among 
which  is  sect.  109  of  that  act,  (the  interpretation 
clause),  which  enacts  that,  ^^  in  the  construction  of  the 
act,  the  word  ^  parish '  shall  be  construed  to  include  any 
parish,  city,  borough,  town,  township,  liberty,  precinct^ 
vill,  village,  hamlet,  tithing,  chapelry,  or  any  other 
place,  or  division,  or  district  of  a  place  maintaining  its 
own  poor,  whether  parochial  or  extra-parochial."  We 
are  asked  to  read  the  9  &  10  Vict  c  66,  s.  1,  as  if  it  pro- 
hibited the  removal  of  any  pauper  from  any  city  main* 
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taining  ite  own  poor,  in  which  city  such  person  shall 
have  resided  five  years.  Norwich  is  a  dty  maintaining 
its  own  poor,  and  the  pauper  has  resided  in  that. city 
twenty-two  years.  On  the  other  hand^  it  is  argued  that 
the  part  of  the  interpretation  clause  above  cited  does 
not  apply  to  this  case;  and  that  the  removal  is  not 
from  the  city,  but  from  the  parish  of  St.  Stephen, 
which  distinction  was  adverted  to  in  ^Bex  v.  St. 
Michael^  where,  howemr,  the  removal  was  to  a  parish 
in  Norwich,  not  from  one.  We  think  that  the  argu- 
ment of  the  appellants  must  prevail,  and  that  we  must 
read  the  clause  in  question  as  if  the  word  **  city''  was 
substituted  for  '^  parish."  The  legislature  could  hardly 
intend,  that,  when  there  is  one  common  fund  for  the 
relief  of  the  poor  of  the  city,  comprising  many  parishes, 
which  fund  is  apportioned  in  the  raising  it,^^ithout 
regard  to  the  number  of  persons  relieved  in  each  parish, 
(and  so,  in  truth,  every  removal  of  a  pauper  is  on  behalf 
of  the  whole  city),  a  pauper,  who,  by  reason  of  a  long 
residence  in  one  part  of  the  city,  is  irremovable,  shall 
become  removable  by  reason  of  his  changing  his  abode 
to  another  part  of  the  same  city,  it  being  quite  imma- 
terial to  the  rate-payers  in  what  part  of  the  city  he 
resides  when  he  is  chargeable.  The  order  of  sessions 
and  the  warrant  must  therefore  be  quashed. 


1849. 

The  QuBBN 

V, 

Inhabitants  of 
forncbtt 
Saint  Mart. 


Order  of  sessions  quashed. 
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JFVi.  24.  '^^^  QuEBN  u.  The  Inhabitants  of  Aldbrough. 

Where  the  VJN  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  of  the 

inga'poorXid,  ^©8*  Riding  of  the  county  of  York,  dated  16th  of 

T^c\ll ^'  November,  1845,  for  the  removal  of  John  Berry,  his 

the  indenture  wife  and  child,  from  the  township  of  Aldbrough  to  the 

anoe  were  on  township  of  Leeds,  both  in  the  West  Biding,  the  ses- 

pape*r,^d*thc  ^^^^^  quashed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opmion  of  this 

allowance  at  Court  upou  a  casc,  of  which  the  following  is  the  material 

indenture  was      part  :— 

the  indenture,  ^^  respondents  relied  upon  a  settlement  obtained 
^rted to'be  ^^  *^®  pauper  as  an  apprentice  in  the  appellant  town- 
signed  bytbe  fthip,  under  a  binding  by  parish-officers  in  the  year 
the  indenture  1832.  The  order  of  justices  for  the  binding  of  the 
by  any  of  the  p&uper,  the  indenture  of  apprenticeship,  and  the  allow* 

thafrrefwc'*''  *^^  ^^  ®"^^  indenture  by  the  justices,  were  set  out  in 
in  the  allow-      the  examinations  whereon  the  said  order  of  removal 

jiTi<?e  by  date, 

and  the  names    wasmade,  in  manner  following,  that  is  to  say, 

of  the  justices 

to  the  order  for 

binding,  wss  a  Copy  Order  far  £indmff. 

compliance 

with  the  requi-        West  Riding  of  the  eoanty  of  York,  to  wit. — Whereas,  Geor^ge 

sitM  of  the  sta-  xthea  and  Richard  Brown,  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  township  of 
allowance  was  a  Aldbrough,  in'the  West  Riding  of  the  county  of  York,  have,  oh 
part  of  the  m-     this  11th  of  July,  1832,  brought  before  us,  and  ,  two 

'^T^'^^lfm  ^^  ^^^  justices  assigned  to  keep  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  riding, 
ance  was  ^^^  ^^  ^  ^®^  ^^^  determine  divers  felonies,  trespasses,  and 

signed,  "We,  other  misdemeanors,  in  the  said  riding  committed,  John  Berry, 
ju^ioes,  &c.,  m  ^  p^^^^  jj^^  child,  of  the  age  of  fourteen  years  and  upwards,  be- 
West  Riding,  longing  to,  and  having  a  settlement  in,  the  said  township  of  Aid- 
do  hereby  as«  brough,  in  the  said  riding,  and  whose  parents  are  not  able  to 
ott  alio  "^^      maintain  such  child,  and  the  said  overseers  have  proposed  to  us, 

anoe :" Held,  the  said  justices,  to  bind  such  child  to  be  an  apprentice  to  one 

that  it  soffi-  Greorge  Bowman,  in  the  township  of  Leeds,  tailor,  and  reading 
^that^c^'  ''^'^'^  *^®  distance  of  forty  miles  from  the  township  to  which 
were  in  the  the  said  ehild  belongs,  and,  as  an  apprentice  with  him,  the  said 
West  Riding  George  Bowman,  to  dwell  and  serve  until  the  sud  J.  Berry  shall 
Hirn^d.  eome  to  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  according  to  the  statutes  in 

such  case  made  and  provided ;  and  whereas  we,  the  said  justices, 
having  now  here  inquired  into  the  propriety  of  binding  snch 


signed. 


HILARY  VACATION,  12  VICT. 


487 


child  apprentice  to  the  said  G.  Bowman,  being  the  person  to 
whom  it  has  been  so  proposed  by  such  oyerseers  to  bind  such 
child  as  aforesaid ;  and  whereas  we,  the  said  justices,  have  now 
here  particularly  inquired  and  considered  whether  such  person  doth 
reside  and  have  his  place  of  business  within  a  reasonable  distance 
from  the  place  to  which  such  child  doth  so  belong  as  aforesaid, 
having  regard  to  the  means  of  communication  between  such 
places,  and  whether  any  circumstances  make  it  fit  in  the  judg- 
ment of  us,  the  said  justices,  that  such  child  should  be  placed 
apprentice  at  a  greater  distance ;  and  whereas,  also,  we  have 
now  here  examined  the  father  and  mother  of  the  said  child, 
and  who  reside  in  the  said  township  to  which  the  said  child 
doth  belong,  and  we  have  now  here  particularly  inquired  into 
the  circumstances  and  character  of  the  said  G.  Bowman,  and, 
on  such  examination  and  inquiry,  we,  the  said  justices,  think 
it  proper  that  such  child  should  be  bound  apprentice  to  the 
said  G.  Bowman :  Now,  therefore,  we,  the  said  justices,  do  de- 
clare, that  the  said  G.  Bowman  is  a  fit  person,  to  whom  the  said 
child  may  be  properly  bound  apprentice  as  aforesaid ;  and  we 
do  therefore  hereby  order  and  direct  that  the  said  overseers  of 
Aldbrough  aforesaid,  being  the  place  to  which  such  child  doth 
belong,  shall  be  and  are  at  liberty  to  bind  such  child  appren- 
tice accordingly.    Given  under  our  hands  and  seals,  this  11th  of 

July,  1832, 

John  Willi  ahson  (l.s.) 

W.  L.  FfiMTON  Scott  (la} 


1849. 
The  QuKBN 

V, 

Inhabitants  of 
Aldbrough. 


Ctypy  Indenture, 

West  Riding  of  Yorkshire. — This  indenture,  made  the  11th  of 
July,  1832,  between  John  Atkinson,  George  Athea,  and  Richard 
Brown,  the  greater  part  of  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of 
the  poor  of  the  township  of  Aldbrough,  in  the  West  Riding  of 
the  county  of  York,  on  the  one  part,  and  Creoige  Bowman,  of 
Leeds,  in  the  said  riding,  tailor,  of  the  other  part,  witnesseth,  that 
the  said  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor,  by  and  with 
the  consent  and  approbation  of  two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of 
the  peace  of  the  said  West  Riding,  whose  names  are  hereunto 
aubaeribed,  and  one  of  them  being  of  the  quorum,  have  put, 
placed,  uid  bound,  and,  by  these  presents,  do  put,  place,  and  bind 
John  Berry,  aged  fourteen  years  and  six  months,  a  poor  child ,  of  the 
said  township  (whose  parents  are  not  able  to  maintain  him),  ap- 
prentice to  the  said  G.  Bowman,  with  him  to  dwell,  remain,  and 
serve,  from  the  day  of  the  date  hereof,  until  the  said  apprentice 
shall  attain  his  ffuVL  age  of  twenty-one  years,  during  all  which 
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1849.  ^^^^"^  ^^®  ^^  apprentice  his  said  master  will  fiiitlifuUy  and 
""  y  "^  Jionestly  serve  in  all  lawful  basineae  according  to  his  power, 
The  QuKBN  ^1^  jy,d  ability,  and  honestly,  orderly,  and  decently  shall  de- 
Inhabitants  of  D^®'^^^  ^^^  behave  himself  towards  his  said  master  and  aU  his 
Aldbbouoh.  family  during  the  said  term.  And  the  said  G.  Bowman,  for  him- 
self, his  executors,  and  administrators,  doth  covenant,  promise, 
and  agree  to  and  with  the  said  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the 
poor,  and  to  and  with  the  said  apprentice,  that  he,  the  said  G. 
Bowman,  shall  and  will  teach  and  instruct  the  said  apprentice  in 
some  lawful  trade,  business,  and  employment,  and  shall  and  will, 
during  all  the  said  term,  find,  provide,  and  allow  to  and  for 
the  said  apprentice,  meet,  competent,  and  sufficient  meat,  drink, 
apparel,  lodging,  and  washing,  and  other  things  necesBary  and 
At  for  an  apprentice ;  provided  always,  that  the  said  last-men- 
tioned covenant  on  the  part-  of  the  said  G.  Bowman,  his  execu- 
tors, and  administrators,  to  be  done  and  performed,  shall  con- 
tinue and  be  in  force  for  no  longer  time  than  for  three  calendar 
months  next  after  the  death  of  the  said  G.  Bowman,  in  case  he, 
the  said  G.  Bowman,  shall  happen  to  die  during  the  continuance 
of  such  apprenticeship,  according  to  the  provisions  of  an  act, 
32  Geo.  3.  In  witness  whereof,  the  said  justices  \o  these  pre- 
sents have  hereunto  set  their  hands  and  seals,  the  day  and  year 
iirst  above  written. 

Sealed  and  delivered  in  the  presence  of  G.  Mountain. 

In  pursuance  of  an  act  of  Parlia- 
ment, made  and  passed  in  the  56th 
year  of  Greo.  3,  intituled,  **  An  Act 
to  regulate  the  binding  of  parish  ap- 
prentices," We,  two  of  his  Majesty's 
justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the 
said  West  Riding  (one  of  us  being  of 
the  quorum)  in  confirmation  of  our  or- 
der or  warrant,  under  our  hands  and 
seals,  bearing  even  date  herewith,  to  the 
overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  township  of 
Aldbrough,  do  hereby  assent  to  the 
binding  of  the  said  John  Berry  ap- 
prentice to  the  said  G.  Bowman,  and 
sign  an  allowance  hereof  before  the  same 
is  executed  by  any  of  the  other  parties 
hereto. 

John  Wiluamson. 

W.  L.  Fbnton  Scott.    , 


John  Atkinson  (i.s.) 
Gborob  Athea  (l.8.) 
'  Richard  Brown  (l.8) 
George  Bowman  (l.8.) 
John  Berrt  (l.s.) 


On  the  trial  of  the  apppal,  the  respondents  objected,  that 
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tiie  grounds  of  appeal  were  insufficient  on  the  face        1849. 
thereof,  inasmuch  as  they  did  not  purport  to  be  signed    ^he  Qubbn 
by  the  whole  body  of  the  overseers,  or  by  a  majority  of  J- 

them.  Under  a  local  act  (5  &  6  Vict,  c  civ^  s.  385),  Aldbrovob. 
the  justices  of  ihe  peace  ibr  the  borough  of  Leeds  are 
empowered  to  appoint  one  or  more  additional  overseer 
or  overseers  of  the  poor,  in  and  for  such  of  the  town- 
ships in  the  said  borough  as  shall  appear  to  them  to 
require  the  same ;  and  such  overseers  are  to  have  the 
same  and  the  like  powers  and  authorities  in  all  respects 
as  other  overseers  of  the  poor.  It  was  proved  by  the 
appellants,  that,  under  this  act,  fifteen  overseers  of  the 
poor  of  the  township  of  Leeds  have  been  appointed, 
and  that  the  grounds  of  appeal,  which  were  signed  by 
nine  persons,  as  **  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  town- 
ship of  Leeds,**  were,  in  fact,  signed  by  the  major  part 
of  such  overseers.  The  sessions  overruled  the  objec- 
tion, subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court. 

The  appellants  objected  (amongst  other  grounds  of 
appeal)  that  the  allowance  of  the  indenture,  as  set  forth 
in  the  said  examinations,  wns  invalid,  as  it  did  not  ap- 
pear on  the  face  of  such  allowance,  that  it  was  made  at 
a  place  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices  so  allowing 
it ;  and  that  the  indenture,  as  set  forth  in  the  examina- 
tions, was  also  invalid  on  the  face  thereof,  because  it  did 
not  refer  to  the  justices*  order  for  the  binding.  The 
sessions  held  the  examinations  bad  for  these  reasons, 
subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court ;  but,  in  order  to 
prevent  the  case  from  being  sent  down  to  be  re-heard, 
if  their  judgment  should  prove  incorrect,  the  sessions 
allowed  the  respondents  to  prove  their  case.  It  there- 
upon appeared,  that  the  justices'  order  for  binding,  and 
the  indenture,  and  the  allowance  of  such  indenture^ 
were  all  written  upon  one  sheet  of  paper,  and  were  re- 
spectively the  same  as  were  set  forth  in  the  examina- 
tions.    The  appellants,  thereupon,  took  the  same  objec- 

VOL.  Uh  N  N  N.  s.  c. 
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184d.  tiona  as  they  had  taken  to  these  documents,  as  set  out 
TbeQuMK  ^^  ^®  ej^aminations ;  and  the  sessions  allowed  the  same, 
,  .  ,  «•       .  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court, 

InhabiUnti  of  •*  r 

ALDB^ou<Tii.  If  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  should  be  of  opinion 
that  the  grounds  of  appeal  were  insufficiently  signed^ 
or  that  the  examinations  were  sufficient  and  the  binding 
yalid^  then  the  order  of  sessions  is  to'be  quashed>  and 
the  ori^qal  order  to  be  confirmed. 

If  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  should  be  of  opinion 
that  the  grounds  of  appeal  were  sufficiently  agned,  but 
thi^t  the  examinations  were  insufficient^  or  the  binding . 
invalidj^  then  the  order  of  sessions  is  to  be  confirmed. 

Hall  and  PaMey^  in  support  of  the  onler  of  ses- 
sions (a). — The  objection  taken  at  the  trial  by  the  re- 
spondents,  that  the  grounds  of  appeal  were  insufficiently 
signed,  was  properly  overruled  by  the  sessions :  Regina 
V.  Coleme  (&).  The  objection  taken  by  the  appellants, 
that  the  allowance  of  the  indenture  was  bad,  on  the 
ground  that  it  did  not  purport  to  be  made  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  justices  making  it,  is  abandoned^  on 
the  decision  in  Regina  v.  Stainforth  (c). 

The  indenture,  however,  is  bad,  fbr  not  referring  to 
the  order  for  binding,  and  no  settlement  can  be  g^ned 
under  it.  By  stat.  56  Geo.  3,  c.  139,  s.  1,  it  is  enacted, 
that  the  justices  are  to  make  an  order  for  binding,  and 
''such  order  shall  be  referred  to  by  the  date  thereof 
and  the  names  of  the  said  justices  in  the  indenture 
of  apprenticeship  of  such  child ;"  and,  by  sect  5,  no 
settlement  shall  be  gained  by  any  child,  ''unless  sudi 
order  shall  be  made,  and  such  allowance  of  such  inden-* 
ture  of  apprenticeship  shall  be  ^gned,  as  hereinbefore 
directed,^    Such  an  indenture  is  void:  Rex  v.  Baw^ 

(a)  Before  Lord  Dmmany  C.        (b)  8  New  Sess.  Cas.  143. 
J.,  Patfeson^    Wightman^  and        (e)  Id.  53. 
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bergh  (a).    It  will  be  contended,  that,  as  the  three  doeu-        1849. 
ments  were  on  one  sheet  of  paper,  the  reference  in  the      "    - 

A  lie  lotUUIC 

allowance  to  the  order  will  supply  the  defidenoy;  but  v. 

that  answer  does  not  apply  to  the  objection  taken  to  aldbrouob. 
the  documents,  as  they  appeared  on  the  fieuse  of  the 
examinations;  for  it  did  not  appear  there  that  all  the 
documents  were  on  the  same  sheet  of  paper.  But  the 
statute  has  expressly  said,  that  reference  to  the  order 
shall  be  made  in  the  indenture,  and  the  allowance  is  no 
part  of  it:  Seudamore  v.  Vandenstene  {b)\  Cooch  y. 
Goodman  (<r) ;  Regina  y.  Kdghley  (d). 

J.  T.  Ingham  and  lackering,  contriL — ^It  is  said,  on 
the  other  side,  that  it  does  not  appear  on  the  examina* 
tions  that  these  three  documents  were  on  one  sheet  of 
paper;  but  it  need  not,  for  it  is  only  a  copy,  and  not 
an  exemplification,  which  need  be  sent.  It  is  submit- 
ted, that  the  stat  56  Geo.  3,  c.  139,  is  only  directory; 
but  if  it  be  imperatiye,  all  the  requisites  of  the  statute 
haye  been  Complied  with,  for  the  allowance  is  part  of 
the  indenture :  .Seir  y.  StncUey  (e);  Llewellyn  y.  The 
Earl  of  Jersey  (f) ;  Taylor  y.  Clemson  (g) ;  Regina  y. 
Ashlmrton  (h) ;  Broke  y.  Smith  (i) ;  Coke  Littleton, 
6.  a.  The  statute  enacts,  that  the  justices  shall  sign 
their  allowance  of  the  indenture  before  the  same  shall 
be  executed  by  any  of  the  other  parties  thereto,  which 
shews  that  the  justices  are  to  be  parties  to  the  indenture, 
and  then  their  execution,  coming  after  the  allowance, 
would  make  it  part  of  the  indenture.  [Patteson,  J. — 
Tour  argument  would  go  the  length  of  proying  that 

(a)  2  B.  &  C.  222.  (/)  11  M.  &  W.  183. 

(b)  2  Inst.  678.  (g)  2  Q.  B.  R.  1032. 

(c)  2  Q.  B.  R.  580.  (h)  2  New  Sees.  Cas.  316  ; 

(d)  2  New  Sess.  Cas.  ^21 ;  8  Q.  B.  R.  871. 

«  Q,.  B.  R.  877.  (0  F.  Moore,  679. 

(e)  1  B.  &  A.  273. 

N  N  2 
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1849:        ^^^  allowance  would  be  part  of  the  indenturei  thougb 
J~:'^ — ^      it  was  in  the  marrin.]     That  is  so ;  but  here  the  al- 

The  Queen  •  ,      « 

V.  lowance  is  at  the  foot.    Burgh  y.  Preston  (a)  shews  that 

Inhabitants  of  -i  ••.  j  ji-ii.^  .•         • 

aldbrovgh.  ^  memoranaum^  indorsed  on  a  deed  beiore  execution,  is 
to  be  taken  as  part  of  the  condition*  Bex  y.  Bawbergh 
is  quite  distinguishable,  for  it  does  not  appear  from  that 
case  that  the  allowance  referred,  either  bj  date  or 
names,  to  the  order;  and  it  is  expressly  stated,  that 
it  did  not  appear  whether  the  justices  had  signed  before 
or  after  the  other  parties. 

Cur.  adv.  yult. 

.  Lord  Dbnman,  C.  J.i  now  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court. — The  first  point  reserved  was,  whether  a 
notice  of  appeal,  signed  by  nine  overseers  of  the  poor, 
should  be  intended  to  be  signed  by  a  majority.  It  was 
not  denied,  on  the  argument,  that  such  intendment 
should  be  made,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  notice 
was  valid.  The  other  objections  to  the  examinations 
and  the  instruments  of  binding  resolve  themselves  into 
two :  first,  whether  the  aUowance  of  the  indenture  of 
apprenticeship  is  duly  signed ;  and,  secondly,  whether 
the  order  for  binding  is  duly  referred  to  in  the  said  in- 
denture. The  form  of  the  allowance,  as  regards  the 
first  of  these  points,  is,  ^'  We,  justices,  &c,  in  and  for 
the  West  liiding,  do  hereby  assent  and  sign  our  allow- 
ance ;"  and  the  objection  is,  that  the  literal  meaning  of 
these  words  is,  that  it  does  not  appear  that  they  were 
in  the  county  when  they  signed*  The  answer  is,  that 
they,  being  justices,  and  being  in  the  county  and  acting 
for  \if  sign ;  and  this  answer  is,  in  our  judgment,  sofld- 
cient. .  The  last  objection  is,  that  the  order  is  not  re- 
ferred to  by  its  date  in  the  indenture^  the  allowanoe 
which  contains  what  is  required  being  said  to  be  not  in 
the  indenture,  and  a  reference  in  the  indenture  to  the 

(a)  8  T.  R.  483. 


i 
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allowance  not  making  it  a  part  thereof;  and  Rex  v.         1^49. 
Bawbergh  was  relied  on.     But  it  appears  to  ns,  that     mtj^f"^ 
that  case  is  inapplicable ;  for  there,  the  date  of  the  order  o. 

g%         1  1       •  11     1  lohabitants  of 

was  not  referred  to  upon  the  instrument  at  all ;  here,  aldbkodob. 
it  is.  The  essential  fact,  therefore,  of  that  case  is  ab- 
sent from  this ;  and  upon  principle,  also,  it  appears  to 
us  that  the  objection  fails.  If  the  allowance  is  in  the 
indenture,  the  reference  to  the  date  which  is  in  the  al<^ 
lowance  is  also  in  the  indenture ;  for  a  reference  to  the 
date  of  an  order  being  equally  effectual  on  whatever 
part  it  may  be  written,  and  not  being  the  act  of  any  one 
in  particular,  the  place  where  it  may  be  found  within 
the  four  comers  of  the  instrument  ought  not  to  affect 
its  validity.  If  the  parties  procured  it  to  be  written 
before  they  executed  the  deed,  whether  the  writing  was 
above  or  below  the  seal,  whether  on  the  side  or  the 
back,  and  whejbher  the  language  of  the  reference  pur- 
ported to  be  that  of  all  who  seal,  or  of  one  only,  or  of 
another  person,  and  to  be  adopted  by  them,  the  statute 
would  be  complied  with.  It  is  almost  superfluous  to 
cite  authorities  to  shew  that  all  that  is  written  on  the 
instrument  according  to  the  intention  of  the  parties  be- 
fore execution,  constitutes  the  deed,  and  that  matters 
subscribed  or  indorsed  may  be  incorporated :  Broke  v. 
Smith  is  in  point,  and  the  doctrine  has  been  uniformly 
acted  on  innce.  The  allowance  was  intended  to  be,  and 
was,  written  on  the  present  instrument,  and  signed  by 
the  justices  before  execution  by  the  other  parties.  It 
was,  therefore,  in  the  indenture  at  the  time  of  execu- 
tion, and  it  contains  the  required  reference ;  this  alone 
would  suffice.  But  supporing  this  to  leave  the  matter 
at  all  doubtful,  the  reference  to  the  allowance  in,  and 
the  adoption  of  it  thereby  into,  the  operative  part  of  the 
deed,  would  remove  such  doubt ;  and,  further,  the  lan- 
guage of  the  statute  confirms  this  view ;  for,  after  mak- 
ing certain  provisions  in  respect  of  the  indenture,  it  goes- 
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1849.        ^^  ^  require  that  the  justices  shall  sign  their  allowance 

^^•T^ — '      of  such  indenture  before  the  same  shall  be  executed  by 

V.  any  of  the  other  parties  thereto.     The  justices  are  thus 

Aldbkoogh.   to  be,  by  the  statute,  parties  to  the  indenture;  and  that 

which  they  sign  is  a  part  of  the  indenture,  seeing  that 

it  is  an  indispensable  part,  and  must  precede  in  execu* 

tion  all  other  parts.     Lastly,  the  grounds  of  this  deci- 

mon  are  confirmed,  because,  instead  of  defeating,  it  y^r 

lidates  an  instrument,  the  words  of  which  shew  that  the 

parties  intended  to  do  all  that  is  required  by  law  to 

make  it  valid. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed. 


^ ,  The  Queen  t?.  Clattok.  • 

Before  the  diB-    IN  this  case  the  court  of  quarter  sessions,  on  an  appeal 

solution  of  the  •     .  .  j     i  j         •!.•       xi.  i 

monasteries,  against  a  rate  made  by  persons  describing  themselves  as 
conrentof*"^  churchwardcns  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of 
Crowiand  were  Whaplodo-Drove,  Confirmed  the  rate,  subject  to  the  opin- 
parish  of  w.,  ion  of  the  Court,  whether  the  district  of  Whaplode-Drove 
then  a  chapeMn  ^  entitled  to  have  overseers  appointed  for  it»  and  to  mun- 
w  D^^fHth'  ^^^  ^^^  manage  its  own  poor,  and  to  have  rates  and  as* 
cbantrjanden-  sessments  made  and  levied  thereon  for  that  purpose^ 

dowment  of 

lands.   The      separately  and  dbtinctly  from  the  parish  of  Whaplode. 

district  was  an- 
ciently part  of 

the  parish ;  bat  before  the  43  Elis.  c.  2  the  district  had  all  parochial  rights  and  sacraments,  its 
own  churchwardens,  separate  surreyors,  separate  burial  ground,  and  die  inhabitanta  have  not 
contributed  to  the  repsir  of  the  church  of  W.  Separate  overseerg  of  the  district  have  been 
appointed  since  1738,  and  separate  rates  collected ;  but  there  was  only  one  workhouse  for 
both,  the  poor  were  supported  out  of  a  joint  fvnd,  and  the  lands  in  the  district  paid  tithsB  to 
the  ricar  of  the  pivrish.  Removals  of  poor  had  been  made  from  other  places  to  the  district  and 
to  the  parish,  but  none  from  theparish  to  the  district  or  vice  Yersa.  The  poor4aw  eo«- 
missioners  under  the  stat.  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  had  made  orders,  treating  the  district  and 
parish  as  places  separately  maintaining  their  own  poor. 

Heldf  that  the  Jtat.  13  &  14  Car.  2,  c.  12,  s.  21,  does  not  apply,  because  the  parish  and 
district  might  have  had  and  have  had  the  benefit  of  the  stat.  43  Eliz. 

Held,  also,  that  the  district  was  not  a  parish  or  reputed  parish,  before  the  passing  of  the 
43  Eliz.,  and  on  that  ground  entitled  to  be  separate  from  the  parish  in  regard  to  tha 
maintenance  of  the  poor. 
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WkUekurst  and  TomKmony  in  support  of  the  order  of        1949. 


sessions. 

Pashley  and  Worhdge^  oontriL 

The  following  authorities  were  oited  in  the  course  of 
the  ai^ument:  1  Bl.  Com.  112^  definition  of  parish; 
1  Bum's  EocL  Law,  ldt»  Chapel ;  The  Attorney  Creneral 
V.  Brenton{a);  HiUon  v.  PawU{b)\  NichoU  v.  Wal" 
her{c)\  Rudd  v.  Martan{d)'y  Rudd  v.  Foiter{e)\  Re* 
gina  v.  The  Justices  of  Worcestershire  {/) ;  Regina  v. 
Marriott (ff);  Price  v.  Quarrell(Ji)\  Rex  v.  Newell {i); 
MaJMn  v.  Vickerstaff{k)\  Regina  v.  Stewart  {t)\  Weeden 
V.  WaJher  (wi)  5  Bastock  ▼.  Ridgway  (n) ;  Craven  v. 
Sanderson  (p).  The  facts  of  the  case,  and  the  arguments 
of  counsel,  will  fully  appear  from  the  judgment  of  the 
Court 

Cur.  ady»  yult. 

WlOHTMAir,  Jt.  (  p),  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court. — This  was  a  case  stated  by  the  court  of  quarter 
sessions  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  on  the  question, 
'^  Whether  the  district  of  Whaplode-Drove  is  entitled  to 
have  overseers  appointed  for  it,  and  to  maintain  and  ma- 
iiage  its  own  poor,  and  to  have  rates  and  assessments  made 
and  levied  thereon  for  that  purpose,  separately  and  dis- 
tinctly from  the  parish  of  Whaplode."  It  appears  that  the 
district  of  Whaplode-Droveiswell  defined  as  to  boundary : 

(a)  2  Yes.  425.  (»)  4  T.  B.  266. 

(b)  Cro.  Car.  92.  {k)  3  B.  &.  A.  80. 

(c)  lb.  304 ;  /S.  C^,  Sir  W.        (0  12  A.  &  E.  773. 
Jones,  355.  (m)  2  Roll.  160. 

(d)  2  Saik.  501.  (n)  6  B.  &  C.  496. 
(«)  4  Mod.  158.                            (0)  7  A.  &  E.  880. 

(/)  12  A.  &  E*  28.  (p)  The  case  was  argued  be- 

(p)  Id.  35,  n.  fore  PaUeson  and  WigMman^  Jb. 

(^)  Id.  784.   ' 


The  Queen 
Clayton. 
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1 841).       that^  before  the  dissolution  of  the  monasteries,  the  abbot 
The  QuEBN    ^"^^  convent  of  Crowland  were  lords  of  the  manor  of 
^'  Whaplode,  patrons  of  the  church,  and  owners  of  the 

tithes ;  that  there  was  then  a  chapel  in  the  district  of 
Whaplode-Drove,  with  a  chantry,  and  endowment  of 
lands.  This  chapel  and  the  lands  were  granted  by  the 
crown,  in  the  31st  of  Elizabeth,  to  certain  persons,  from 
whom  they  have  been  continued  in  trustees,  on  trust  to 
pay  the  rents  and  profits  to  the  minister  of  the  chapel ; 
and  these  trustees  have,  on  a  vacancy,  always  nominated 
a  person  to  be  minister,  who  has  been  licensed  by  the 
bishop.  The  vicar  of  Whaplode,  the  advowson  of  which 
vicarage  belongs  to  the  Crown,  has  never  appointed  or 
in  any  way  interfered  with  the  minister  of  the  chapel. 
The  chapel,  before  the  passing  of  the  43  Eliz.  c*  2,  always 
bad  all  parodiial  rights  and  sacraments,  and  its  own 
churchwardens,  two  in  number,  separate  from  Wbap^ 
lode,  and  its  own  separate  burial  ground.  The  inha- 
bitants of  the  district  have  never  contributed,  and  do  not 
contribute,  to  the  repair  of  the^  church  of  Wlu^lode. 
There  have  always  been  separate  surveyors  of  highways, 
and  a  separate  rate  for  the  district,  which  has  not  con- 
tributed to  the  other  highways  in  the  parish,  and  it  has 
always  had  a  constable.  The  titheable  lands  of  the  dis- 
trict have  always  paid  tithes  to  the  vicar  of  Whaplode; 
but  considerable  part  of  the  district  is  tithe-firee,  having 
been  abbey  land.  The  minister  is  supported  by  the 
profits  of  the  lands  with  which  the  chapel  is  endowed, 
but  does  not  appear  to  have  any  tithes.  It  is  admitted 
in  the  case,  that  anciently  the  district  was  parcel  of  the 
parish.  With  respect  to  the  maintenance  of  the  poor, 
the  earliest  appointment  of  an  overseer  is  in  the  yeiar 
1738,  when  one  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  district  was 
appointed  overseer  for  the  district,  and  the  practice  so 
continued  till  1785,  when  two  were  appointed,  and  from 
that  time  there  have  been  tUways  two.     Separate  poor- 
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rates  have  constantly  been  made  for  the  parish  and  for         ]p49, 
the  district,  and  the  poor  In  each  have  been  maintained     J**^"^     ' 
separately,  so  far  as  outdoor  relief  has  been  given ;  the  r. 

amount  in  the  pound  has  always  been  the  same  in  both, 
the  overseers  of  the  district  taking  that  amount  which 
had  been  ahready  fixed  by  the  overseers  of  the  parish, 
when  they  made  a  rate  subsequent  to  the  parish,  or  con- 
sulting the  overseers  of  the  parish  as  to  the  amount 
which  they  were  about  to  fix,  when  they  made  a  rate 
prior  to  the  parish.  There  was  no  workhouse  in  the 
district,  but  the  poor  of  the  district  who  required  indoor 
relief  were  always  sent  to  the  workhouse  of  the  parish, 
and  there  maintained  by  the  overseers  of  the  parish  out 
of  the  rate  levied  by  them.  At  the  end  of  the  year  tlie 
overseers  of  the  parish  and  of  the  district  seemed  to  have 
compared  their  req>ective  accounts,  and  whichever  had 
money  in  hand  beyond  their  own  expenditure,  handed 
such  money  or  balance  to  the  others.  The  accounts  of 
the  overseers  of  the  district,  after  being  allowed  by  their 
own  vestry,  were  submitted  to  the  vestry  of  the  parish, 
and  allowed  by  them  previous  to  their  being  exhibited  be* 
fore  the  justices,  but  not  the  accounts  of  the  parish  over- 
seers vice  vers&.  The  case  also  found,  that  orders  for  the 
removal  of  the  poor  belonging  to  Whaplode-Drove,  from 
other  parishes  than  Whaplode,  had  from  time  to  time 
been  made  upon  the  parish  officers  of  Whaplode-Drove, 
and  the  paupers  thereby  removed  accepted  by  them, 
and  vice  vers& ;  and  that»  in  appeals  against  such  oiders^ 
Whaplode*Drove  waa  styled  a  hamlet,  but  no  such 
orders  had  ever  been  made  for  the  removal  of  paupers 
from  Whaplode  to  Whaplode-Drove,  or  vice  versfi. 

Under  aU  these  circumstances,  we  cannot  but  see  that 
the  fund  for  the  maintenance  of  the  poor  has  always 
been,  in  substance  and  reality,  a  joint  fund,  notwith- 
standing the  mode  in  which  the  parts  of  it  have  been 
assessed  and  collected,  and  even  applied,  during  the 
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1849.        7^^'    ^^  having  only  one  workhotise»  the  iMKOimtiiig 
J^     -  at  the  end  of  the  year,  and  the  submittinir  the  district 

V.  aocoiints  to  the  restrj  of  the  parish,  are  oondaaYe 

facts,  and  bring  this  case  within  the  principle  of  man  j 
decided  cases,  especially  Rex  v.  Newell  (a) ;  Basiock  ▼• 
Bidgway  {b) ;  MaUdn  y.  VickersUj^ie) ;  Btx  v.  The 
JutHees  of  Salop  (if) ;  Begina  y.  The  JmUcee  of  War^ 
cestersJtire (e) ;  Regina  t.  Marriott (f);  Price  v,  Qnar' 
rell{g).  Therefore  the  stat.  13  &  14  Car.  2,  does  not 
apply  to  this  case.  Whaplode  and  Whaplode-Dtove» 
notwithstanding  the  largeness  of  its  extent,  mi^t  have 
had,  and  have  had,  the  benefit  of  the  stat,  43  Eliz.  But 
it  is  said,  that  Whaplode-Drove  was  before,  and  at  the 
time  of  the  passing  of  the  stat.  43  Eliz.  c.  2,  a  pariah^  or 
reputed  parish,  and,  therefore,  entitled  to  be  separate 
from  Whaplode,  in  regard  to  the  maintenance  of  the 
poor.  To  establish  this  point,  reliance  was  placed  on 
the  cases  of  The  Attomey^General  v.  Brenton  (A) ;  HS^ 
ton  V.  Pawle(i)'f  Nichols  V.  Walker {K)\  Dean  v.  Lm^ 
tanij);  Rudd  v.  Foster(m);  Ruddy.  Morion{n).  These 
cases  have  all  been  dted  and  commented  upon  at  di& 
ferent  limes,  and  especially  in  Price  v.  QuarreU{oy, 
They  shew,  that,  where  the  ecclesiastical  separation  is 
complete,  as  it  certainly  is  in  the  present  case,  with  the 
exception  of  tithes,  the  districts  may  be  separate  pn* 
rishes,  or  reputed  parishes^  but  not  that  they  necessarilj 
must  be  so.  The  inhabitants  of  a  chapelry  may  be  dis^ 
charged  from  contributing  to  the  repair  of  the  pariah 
church,  without  ceasing  to  be  part  of  the  parish ;  and 

(o)  4  T.  R.  266.  (0  Cro.  Car.  92. 

{b)  6  B.  &  C.  496.  \h)  Id.  394 ;  S.  CI,  Sir  W. 

\c)  3  B.  &  A.  69.  Jones,  355. 

Id)  3  B.  &  Ad.  910.  {l)  2  Salk.  487. 

\e)  12  A.  &  E.  28.  \ni)  4  Mod.  157. 

(/)  Id.  35,  n.  (n)  2  Salk.  501. 

(g)  Id.  784.  (o)  12  A.  &  E.  784. 

{/0  2Ves.  425. 
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the  entire  separate  maintenance  of  the  poor  has  always  1849. 
been  considered  as  an  important  ingredient  in  deter^  TheOuEiiN 
mining  whether  a  district  was  a  parish  or  a  chapehy.  ,  v- 
That  ingredient  we  consider  to  be  wanting  here ;  and 
when  to  that  is  added  the  very  strong  fact,  of  the  hmds 
in  the  district  of  Whaplode-Drove  paying  tithes  to  the 
vicar  of  Whaplode^  we  are  constrained  to  say^  that,  in 
our  opiniQn,  the  evidence  shews  that  Whaplode-Drove 
was  not  before,  and  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  43 
Cliz.,  a  parish  or  reputed  parish.  What  has  happened 
mnce  the  passing  of  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c  76,  does  not 
weigh  with  us  in  coming  to  oiir  conclusion.  The  Poor 
Liaw  Commissioners  do  not  profess,  by  any  act  of  theirs, 
to  alter,  nor  could  they  by  law  alter,  the  relation  in 
which  Whaplode  and  Whaplode-Drove  stood  to  each 
other.  They  have  acted  on  the  supposition,  that,  by 
law,  those  districts  were  separate  from  each  other,  which 
supposition  we  think  erroneous ;  and  the  refusal  of  the 
auditor,  under  the  7  &  8  Vict  c  101,  to  allow  the  pay- 
ments which  had  usually  been  made,  cannot  have  any 
legal  effect  whatever. 

Upon  the  whole,  we — that  is,  my  brother  PaUescn 
and  myself,  before  whom  only  this  case  was  argued — 
are  of  opinion,  that  the  question  put  to  the  Court  by 
the  court  of  quarter  sessions  must  be  answered  in  the 
negative,  and  the  rule  to  quash  the  rate  made  absolute. 

Bate  quashed. 


L 
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1849. 

Feb.  24.         '^^  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  Buckinghamshire. 

Where  a  wo-  J  N  this  case,  by  consent^  a  writ  of  certiorari  had  issued 
mh'jane,        ^  remove  into  this  Court  an  order  made  by  three  jus- 

1847,  applied  }si<x&  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Buckino^ham.  where- 
to a  petty  fea-  *         ^  •'  o         ' 

siona  at  w.,  in  by  William  Robinson  was  adjudged  to  be  the  putative 
o.,  whUe  real,  father  of  a  bajstard  child^  of  which  Christina  Simmonds 
/or"an^order  on  ^^  *^®^  lately  been  delivered ;  also  an  order  of  ses- 
f**h^'*S''^*  sions  for  the  said  county,  confirming  the  sidd  order; 
child,  which      and  a  rule  nisi  had  been  obUuned  to  quash  the  said 

waa  bom  on  ^ 

tbe22ndMarch,   Orders* 

Ipplfl^^^^i^  *^  appeared  from  the  affidavits  used  in  obtaining  the 
diamiased  for  a  rule  for  a  certiorari,  that,  on  or  about  the  19th  of 

defect  in  the  .,..-. 

evidence ;  and,  June,  1847,  the  woman,  who  was  then  residing  withm 
FebriuirY,  1848,  ^^  petty  sessional  division  of  Watlington,  in  the  county 
to  th?^Mu1JS'rf  ^^  Oxford,  had  applied  to  the  justices  there  for  an  order 
B.,  made  ano-    of  affiliation  against  the  alleged  father  of  a  child,  which 

ther  application  _  tAr.i/»-mj-i*«^*.i  a 

against  the  was  bom  OH  the  29th  of  March,  1847 ;  that,  after  seve- 
rpettysM^na  ^  adjournments,  the  justices  heard  the  case,  and  asked 
there,  and  the    the  woman  whether  she  could  brincr  any  further  evidence 

justicea  made      ^  ^  o      ^ 

an  order  upon  if  they  further  adjourned  the  case ;  that  she  replied  in 
father,  who  ap-  the  negative ;  and  that  thereupon  the  justices  dismissed 
5^^r*i^^  the  case  for  a  defect  in  the  evidence ;  that,  on  the  19th 
aiona,  by  whom  of  February,   1848,  she  then  ha^dng  come  to  re^de 

the  order  waa  .  .   •  • 

oonfinnedwith-  within  the  petty  sessional  division  of  Great  Marlow,  in 
the  evidiraoe  of  the  county  of  Bucks,  made  an  application  to  the  justices 
'^'Vw'thiit""  there  for  an  order  against  the  same  person;  that,  on 
though  a  diB-  the  hearing,  it  was  objected,  by  the  attorney  for  the 
firat  application  alleged  father,  that  the  said  justices  had  no  jurisdiction 

upon  the  merits 
would  have  been 

an  anawer  to  the  second,  provided  it  was  made  out  by  evidence,  yet  that  the  second  petty 
sessions,  and  the  court  of  quarter  sessions,  having  a  general  jurisdiction  over  the  subject- 
matter,  and  being  bound  to  hear  and  decide  upon  the  evidence,  their  decision  was  final,  and 
would  not  be  reviewed  by  this  court. 

HM^  also,  that,  under  8  Vict.  c.  10,  the  woman  need  not  be  examined  on  the  trial  of  an 
appeal  against  an  order  in  bastardy ;  but  that,  if  ahe  be  tendered  as  evidence,  she  must  be 
corroborated  in  some  material  particular  by  other  testimony. 
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to  hear  the  matter,  on  the  ground  that  it  had  been  pre-         i849. 
viously  heard  and  dismissed  by  the  justices  at  the  petty     xhTooBRw 
sessions  at  Watlington,  on  the  merits  of  the  case ;  that  v, 

1     •       1     1        1  /»        1  i_  Justice*  of 

it  was  admitted,  by  the  attorney  for  the  woman,  tnat^  Buckingham^ 
the  case  had  been  heard  before  the  Watlington  bench,  «""*k. 
but  he  did  not  submit  that  it  had  been  decided  on  the 
merits ;  that  the  woman  was  then  examined  upon  the 
subject,  but  she  only  proved  that  the  case  was  dismiss- 
ed ;  that  the  attorney  for  the  alleged  father  then  ten- 
dered himself  as  a  witness  to  prove  the  ground  on  which 
the  dismissal  had  taken  place,  but  that  his  evidence  was 
rejected,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  then  acting  as  ad- 
vocate in  the  case ;  that  the  justices  proposed  to  adjourn 
the  case  for  a  fortnight,  to  enable  the  alleged  fiither  to 
produce  further  evidence,  on  payment  of  the  costs, 
which  he  refused ;  that  the  sidd  attorney  then  proceed- 
ed to  cross-examine  the  woman,  and  that  the  justices  at 
the  petty  sessions,  after  hearing  the  case,  made  the  first 
order  in  question.  That,  on  appeal  to  the  quarter  ses- 
nons,  it  was  contended,  that  the  petty  sessions  at  Great 
Marlow  had  no  jurisdiction  to  make  the  said  order,  on 
the  same  grounds  as  before;  that  the  counsel  in  support 
of  the  order  contended,  that  the  appellant,  by  appearing 
before  the  Great  Marlow  bench,  had  waived  his  objec- 
tion to  the  jurisdiction,  and  that  the  said  appellant  had 
not  adduced  proper  evidence  before  the  Great  Marlow 
bench  of  the  previous  hearing  before  the  Watlingtoa 
bench ;  that  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  overruled  the 
objection,  and  that  the  counsel  for  the  appeUant  then 
stated  to  the  bench,  that,  after  such  decision,  he  should 
retire  from  the  case ;  that  he  did  so,  and  that  the  court  of 
quarter  sessions  confirmed  the  order,  without  hearing  the 
evidence  of  the  woman,  or  of  any  person  on  her  behalf* 

M.  Chandlers  and  71  Sanders  shewed  cause  (a). — By 
(a)  Before  Erie,  J.,  in  the  Bail  Court. 


SHIRK* 
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1849.        ^^  Stat  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101,  b.  2,  the  woman  may,  within 
JT'T^^^      twelve  calendar  months  after  the  birth  of  the  child,  make 

The  QuiRN  |.       .  .       . 

V.  application  to  any  justice  of  the  petty  sessional  division 

BucKiNOHAif.  within  which  she  is  residing  for  a  summons ;  and  there 

is  nothing  in  the  act  to  limit  the  woman  to  one  applica- 
tion. Sect.  4  ^ves  an  appeal  to  the  putative  father, 
but  none  is  given  to  the  mother,  which  is  a  strong  ail- 
ment to  shew  that  she  may  make  a  second  application, 
if  unsuccessful  in  the  first  In  Regina  v.  Walker  {a\ 
this  Court  granted  a  mandamus  to  justices  to  hear  an 
application  of  this  nature,  when  they  had  refused  to  do 
so  on  the  ground,  that  proceedings  having  been  taken 
by  the  guardians  against  the  putative  father,  under  2  & 
3  Vict  c,  85,  which  were  pending  when  7  &  8  Vict 
c  101,  passed,  the  quarter  sessions  had  refused  to  make 
an  order.  So,  in  Begina  v.  Hinchliff  {b\  the  reason 
given  for  not  compelling  the  justices  to  entertain  a 
second  application  was,  that  the  costs  of  abandoning 
the  former  order  had  not  been  paid :  Regina  v.  Bridge 
man  (c).  In  Pike  v.  Davis  (<f  ),  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
decided^  that,  where  a  judge  at  chambers,  upon  the 
hearing  of  a  summons  on  affidavits^  dismisses  it  upon 
the  merits,  the  party  may  reiiew  his  application  to  the 
Court  on  additional  affidavits. 

But,  assuming  that  there  had  been  a  decision  against 
her  on  the  merits  in  tiie  former  application,  still  the 
justices  had  prim&  facie  jurisdiction  to  inquire  into  the 
second  application ;  and,  having  such  jurisdiction,  they 
were  competent  to  hear  the  evidence  on  both  sides,  and 
to  decide  upon  it ;  and  having  done  so,  tiiis  Court  will 
not  inquire  whether  their  decision  is  right  or  not  In 
Regina  v.  BoUan  (e),  the  test  of  jurisdiction  was,  whether 
or  not  the  justices  had  power  to  enter  upon  the  inquiry, 

(a)  2  New  Seas.  Cas.  49.  (d)  6  M.  &  W.  546. 

(b)  10  Q.  B.  R.  856.  {e)  1  Q.  B.  R.  66. 
(r)  2  New  Seas.  Cas.  232. 
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not  whether  their  concluaons^  in  the  course  of  it,  were        1949, 
true  or  fake.     The  petty  Bessions  were  bound  to  hear    J*"^;     ' 
the  evidence,  and  if  they  had  refused,  a  mandamus  v. 

would  have  issued.  [J&rfe,  J. — I  am  with  you  on  this  bookingham- 
point.  If  the  petty  seasons  have  power  to  go  into  the  »hire. 
question,  they  have  power  to  decide  it,  and  their  find- 
ing is  conclusive ;  but  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  is  a 
court  of  appeal,  both  in  law  and  fact,  and  it  is  requisite 
to  inquire  if  the  quarter  sessions  confirmed  the  order, 
in  spite  of  evidence  on  which  they  ought  to  have  quash- 
ed it.]  The  same  rule  applies,  as  the  sessions  had  juris- 
diction to  inquire,  whether  what  had  been  done  at  the 
petty  sessions  amounted  to  a  waiver  of  the  objection  to 
ihe  jurisdiction ;  the  attorney  for  the  appellant  cross- 
examined  the  witnesses,  and  refused  an  offer  to  adjourn : 
Regioa  v.  Clarke  (a),  Regina  v.  Abergele  (&),  Regina  v. 
The  Justices  of  Cheshire  (e). 

The  second  objection  is,  that  the  court  of  quarter  ses- 
sions had  no  right  to  confirm  the  order  without  hearing 
the  evidence  of  the  mother.  The  stat.  8  Vict  c.  10, 
8.  6,  enacts,  that,  on  the  trial  of  any  such  appeal,  the 
justices  shall  hear  the  evidence  of  the  mother,  and  such 
other  evidence  as  she  may  produce,  but  shall  not  confirm 
the  order  so  appealed  against  unless  the  evidence  of  the 
mother  ahall  have  been  corroborated  in  some  material 
particular,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  justices ;  that  evi- 
dently refers  to  the  trial  of  an  appeal  But  here,  the 
appellant  had  retired,  and  the  statute  can  only  mean» 
that,  if  the  evidence  of  the  mother  is  required,  her  evi- 
dence must  be  corroborated;  not^  that  her  evidence 
must  at  all  events  be  heard,  for  she  may  be  dead.  It  is 
laid  down  in  Paley  on  Convictions,  p.  41,  that,  if  the 
charge  be  confessed,  nothing  more  remains  but  to  pass 
judgment ;  and  Rex  v.  Gage  (d)  decides,  that,  though  the 

(a)  6  Q.  B.  R.  349.  (e)  8  A.  &  E.  898. 

(b)  8  A.  &  E.  894.  {d)  1  Stra.  646. 
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1819.        ^W5t  only  empowers  the  justices  to  convict  upon  the  oath 
Ju  Q     ^      ^^  ^^®  ^^  more  witnesses,  this  implies  a  power  to  convict 
V.  upon  the  confession  of  the  party. 

Justices  of 
Buckingham- 
shirk.  Welby  contri. — It  is  submitted,  that  a  woman  can 

only  make  one  application  for  an  order  upon  the  puta- 
tive father,  under  7  &  8  Vict,  c  101.     The  act  in- 
tended to  give  no  appeal  to  the  woman,  and  yet  she 
would  have  one  if  she  might  make  a  subsequent  appli-* 
cation.     By  stat.  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  72,  the  over- 
seers or  guardians  can  only  make  one  application,  for 
they  are  to  come  to  the  quarter  sessions  next  afler  the 
child  becomes  chargeable,  and  they  are  equally  limited 
to  one  application  to  the  petty  sessions,  under  2  &  3 
Vict.  c.  85,  for  they  can  only  apply  when  no  application 
has  been  made  to  the  quarter  sessions,  and  within  three 
calendar  months  after  the  child  has  become  chargeable ; 
and  this  act  itself  expressly  limits  it  to  one  application, 
ibr  she  is  to  apply  to  any  one  justice.     The  petty  ses- 
sions at  Watlington  had  jurisdiction  to  inquire  into  this 
matter,  and  it  is  clear  from  the  affidavits,  that  they 
dismissed  the  case  upon  the  merits — they  adjourned  the 
hearing  several  times  for  further  evidence,  and  it  is  ex- 
pressly sworn  that  they  dismissed  it  for  a  defect  in  the 
evidence — that  is  a  decision  upon  the  merits :  Regina  v. 
Evertwood  and  Barony  (a),  Regina  v.  SL  Mary  Lam" 
beth  (i).     If,  then,  the  woman  can  only  make  one  appli- 
cation, and  that  had  been  made  before  the  bench  at 
Watlington,  it  operates  as  an  estoppel,  independently  of 
the  maxim — nemo  debet  bis  vexari  pro  eddem  causfi, 
and  the  justices  at  Great  Marlow  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
entertain  a  second  application.     In  Regina  v.  Bolton  (c), 
and  in  Regina  v.  Clarke  ((f),  the  justices  had  jurisfc- 

« 

(a)  3  Q.  B.  R.  870 ;  12  L.  J.,     Q.  B.  R.  687. 

M.  c,  101.  (c)  1  (1.  B.  R.  ea. 

(h)  2  New  Seas.  Cas.  d6 ;  7        (<;)  6  ^  B.  R.  340. 
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tion,  and;  in  the  latter  case,  the  very  distinction  is  taken,         X849. 
that,  where  the  justices  have  jurisdiction  in  the  first  in-     J^""^^"*^ 
stance,  an  act  of  the  party  may  revive  it  after  it  had  v. 

been  taken  away,  by  his  offering  to  enter  into  recogni-  BncKiNOHAM- 
zances ;  but,  in  the  present  case,  the  petty  sessions  had  <"i»«- 
no  jurisdiction,  and  then  there  can  be  no  waiver :  Law^ 
rence  v.  WUcock{a)y  Lismore  v.  Beadle  {b\  Smith  v. 
Sparrow  {c).  Begina  v.  Walker  {d)  is  distinguishable, 
for  the  complaint  was  not  by  the  same  party,  nor  pro 
e&dem  causa.  The  fresh  order  then  is  bad,  because  it 
is  made  by  persons  having  no  jurisdiction,  and  the  ses- 
sions ought  to  have  quashed  it,  because  they  can  enter- 
tidn  the  question  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  petty  ses- 
sions, and  this  point  was  clearly  laid  before  them. 

They  were  also  wrong,  in  not  hearing  the  evidence  of 
the  mother.  Under  8  Vict  c  10,  the  hearing  at  the 
sessions  is  not  in  the  nature  of  an  appeal,  but  a  hearing 
de  novo,  and  the  statute  is  imperative  that  they  shall 
hear  the  mother.  [Erle^  J. — There  was  a  doubt  whe- 
ther the  evidence  of  the  woman  was  admissible;  and 
it  was  enacted,  that,  if  she  offers  herself,  she  shall  be 
admitted  to  give  evidence,  subject  to  this,  that,  if  they 
do  hear  her  testimony,  it  must  be  corroborated  in  some 
material  particular — if  the  woman's  evidence  be  not 
wanted,  the  trial  will  go  on  as  in  any  other  case.] 
These  words  were  used  in  a  previous  act,  4  &  5  Will.  4, 
c.  76,  s.  72,  and  it  is  submitted  that  they  were  not  used 
for  the  purpose  suggested,  but  rather  to  point  out  what 
evidence  it  is  necessary  to  give:  Regvna  v.  Read(e). 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

WiGHTMAN,  J.,  now   delivered    the  judgment    for 
Erle,  J. — A  rule  to  quash  an  order  in  bastardy,  made 

(a)  11  A.  &  E.  941 .  (d)  2  New  Seas.  Cas.  49. 

(b)  1  Dowl.,  N.  S.,  666.  (e)  9  A.  &  E.  619. 

(c)  16L.J.,  Q.  B.,  189. 

VOL.  III.  DO  N.  S.  C. 
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1849.        ^^  ^  petty  aesuoDS,  and  an  order  confirming  it  on  ap- 

' — ''^      peaL  made  at  the  quarter  sesfflons,  was  moved  for,  on 

V.  the  ground  that  the  question  of  paternity  had  been  de* 

fivcKiNOHAK-  <^^^  upon  the  merits  against  the  woman,  by  a  petty 

sessions  in  Oxfordshire,  before  she  applied  to  the  petty 
sessions  in  question ;  that  such  decision  was  final,  and 
ousted  the  jurisdiction  of  the  second  petty  sessions,  and 
of  the  quarter  sessions ;  but  I  am  of  opinion,  that  this 
ground  cannot  be  sustained.  When  the  second  petty  ses- 
nons  received  the  application  of  a  woman  resident 
within  their  division,  they  were  a  tribunal  having  juris- 
diction over  the  question ;  a  former  decision  upon  the 
merits  in  favour  of  the  putative  fiither  was  an  answer 
to  the  application,  provided  it  was  made  out  by  evi- 
dence ;  this  evidence  the  petty  sessions  were  bound  to 
hear  and  decide  on.  It  is  dear  tiiat  they  had  jurisdiction 
to  dismiss  tiie  application  if  the  answer  was  proved.  It 
follows,  that  they  had  jurisdiction  to  grant  the  appli- 
cation and  make  the  order,  if  the  proof  in  their  estima* 
tion  failed.  At  the  quarter  sessions  the  same  prindple 
applies.  The  appeal  on  this  ground  called  on  the  court 
of  appeal  to  inquire  into  it,  and  the  appellant  claimed 
the  exercise  of  tiieir  appellate  jurisdiction  to  quash  the 
order  on  proof  of  this  ground ;  and  if  the  quarter  ses- 
sions have  .jurisdiction  to  try  tiie  fact,  and  decide  in 
fikvour  of  the  appellant,  so  have  they  to  dedde  against 
him ;  and  the  correctness  of  a  decision,  either  in  respect 
of  law  or  fact,  of  a  question  properly  brought  before 
them  is  not  to  be  reviewed  upon  removal  of  their  order 
by  certiorari.  The  objection  that  the  woman  was  not 
examined  before  the  quarter  sessions  was  disposed  of 
on  the  argument. 

Rule  discharged. 

END  OF  HILARY  VACATION. 
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In  the  Matter  of  the  Rate-payers  of  the  Parish  of         April  23. 

Etnsham. 

R  •  CLARKE  applied  for  a  rule  calling  upon  the  ^^  »**'•  3  &  4 
ratepayers  of  the  parish  of  Eynsham,  in  the  county  of  being  an  act 
Oxford,  to  shew  cause  why  a  writ  of  mandamus  should  watcUng    "^ 
not  issue,  commanding  them  to  meet  and  fix  the  amount  ^^^^^^^ 
of  money  which  the  inspectors  appointed  under  the  stat.  Walea,  by  ace- 

,  _  tion  8  proTideSy 

3  &  4  Will.  4,  c  90,  for  the  lighting  and  watching  of  that  theadop. 
parishes  in  England^  should  have  power  to  call  for  in  siudi Wdeter^ 
the  current  year,  in  pursuance  of  sect  9  of  that  statute-      mined  by  a 

•^        '       *  ^  ^         majority  con- 

A  public  meeting  of  the  ratepayers  of  this  parish,  sistingoftwo- 
duly  conyened,  was  held  23rd  Februazy,  1848,  for  the  Totea  of  the 
purpose  of  determining  whether  the  proviaons  of  the  ^nta^wMh'*" 
said  act  of  parliament,  or  so  much  thereof  as  related  to  "»«eting. 

*  ^       ^  ,  Held,  that 

watching,  should  be  adopted  and  carried  into  execution  the  provisions 

in  the  said  parish.     At  liiis  meeting,  thirty-seven  of  the  had  not  been 

ratepayers  of  the  said  parish,  duly  qualified  to  vote,  jf ^^^^^^^ 

were  present :  twenty  of  them  voted  that  the  provisions  thirty-seren 

of  the  said  act,  so  far  as  related  to  watching,  should  be  ing  present, 
adopted  and  carried  into  execution,  and  the  residue  of  votcd?the*re- 

those  present  did  not  give  any  vote  thereon,  or  propose  "^\«»^««"  ^^ 

any  amendment,  or  demand  a  poll,  or  propose  an  ad-  in  the  transac- 
joumment  of  the  said  meeting;  and  thereupon  inspec- 
tors were  appointed  to  carry  the  provisions  of  the  said 
act  into  execution,  and  were  empowered  to  call  for  7021 
for  the  first  year.     The  question  is,  whether  the  pro- 

oo2 
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1849. 

In  the  Matter 

of  the  Rate- 

fwyen  of  the 

I   Parish  of 

Etmsham. 


visions  of  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c  90,  were  adopted  at 
the  meeting  of  the  ratepayers.  Sect  8  provides,  tliat 
a  majority  of  two-thirds  of  the  votes  of  the  ratepayers 
present  shall  be  requisite  for  the  adoption  of  the  act 
It  ^as  said  by  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Rex  v.  Foxcroft  (a), 
'^  Whenever  electors  are  present  and  don't  vote  at  all, 
they  virtually  acquiesce  in  the  election  made  by  those 
who  do."  That  dictum  was  recognised  and  adopted 
by  Lord  Denman  in  delivering,  judgment  in  Gosling  v. 
Veky{b).-^\Erle,  J.  The  question  is,  how  many  of  the 
voters  affirm  the  adoption  of  the  statute,  and  can  the 
rest,  who  do  not  vote,  be  sidd  to  affirm?]— [Potfe^on,  J. 
In  Gosling  v.  Veky,  no  specific  number  of  votes  was 
required  to  make  the  rate  valid.] — The  8th  section  is 
open  to  that  construction;  but  it  is  submitted,  tiiat,  ap- 
plying the  principle  laid  down  by  Lord  Man^eld,  in 
Rex  v.  FoxcTofi  (c),  what  took  place  at  the  meeting  was, 
in  point  of  law,  an  adoption  of  the  statute.  In  Beechey 
v.  Quientery  (d),  which  appears  to  be  the  only  case  on  this 
statute,  the  8th  section  had  been  complied  with,  and  the 
question  was,  what  was  the  proper  construction  to  be 
put  upon  the  18th  section. 

Patteson,  J.  («)— I  think  the  words  of  the  statute 
are  very  clear.  The  legislature  has  said,  that  the  adop- 
tion of  the  act  shall  be  determined  by  a  majority  con- 
sisting of  two-diirds  of  die  votes  of  the  ratepayers 
present;  now  there  were  thirty-seven  ratepayers  pre- 
sent, and  only  twenty  voted.  Anything  that  has  been 
done  under  the  act  will  not,  I  think,  cure  the  original 
defect 

Erle,  J. — The  twenty  ratepayers  who  voted  for  the 


(a)  2  Burr.  1017. 

(b)  7  Q.  B.  R.  406. 

(c)  2  Burr.  1017. 

(d)  10  M.  &  W*  65« 


(e)  Lord />0mnaA,  C.  J.,  and 
WigAtman,  J.,  were  absent  on 
account  of  illness. 
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adoption  of  the  rate  were  not  two-thirds  of  the  rate- 
payers present.  "Two-thirds  of  the  votes  of  the 
ratepayers  present "  appears  to  me  the  same  as  saying 
"  two-thirds  of  the  ratepayers  present  (a)."  The  statute, 
therefore,  has  never  been  legally  in  operation  in  this 
parish. 

Biile  refused* 


1849. 

In  the  Matter 
of  the  Rate- 
payers of  the 
Pariah  of 

EYNSaAM. 


(a)  Sect.  8  enacts,  <'  That  if  at 
any  such  meeting  it  shall  be  de- 
termined by  a  majority  consist- 
ing of  two-thirds  of  the  votes  of 
the  ratepayers  present  at  such 
meeting,  that  the  provisions  of 
this  act  shall  be  adopted,  then 
and  in  such  case  such  provi- 
sions shall  from  thenceforth 
take  efiect  and  come  into  ope- 
ration in  snch  parish;  and  it 
shall  forthwith  be  determiaed, 
that  a  certain  number,  not  be- 
ing more  than  twelve  nor  less 
than  three  inspectors^  shall  be 
elected  to  carry  such  purposes 
into  effect ;  and  the  number  of 
inspectors  so  determined  upon 
shall  be  elected  in  manner  here- 
in mentioned." 

Sect.  9  enacts,  ''  That  the 
ratepayers  of  such  parish  shall 


at  their  first  meeting,  or  at  some 
adjournment  thereof,  and  so  on 
from  time  to  time  in  every  suc- 
ceeding year,  at  a  meeting  to  be 
called  for  that  purpoee  in  man- 
ner herein  directed,  fix  and  de- 
termine the  total  amount  of 
money  which  the  inspectors 
shall  have  power  to  call  for  in 
any  one  year,  in  order  to  carry 
into  effect  the  provisions  of  this 
act ;  such  sum  to  be  raised  in  the 
manner  herein  directed,  upon 
the  full  and  fair  annual  value 
of  aU  property  rateable  for  the 
relief  of  the  poor  within  such 
parish,  such  full  and  iair  annual 
value  to  be  computed  according 
to  the  last  valuation  for  the  time 
being,  acted  upon  in  assessing 
the  poor's  rate  for  the  said  pa- 
rish," &c. 
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1849. 

The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Pbiors  Hardwick. 

\JJH  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  for  the 


ApHl2S. 


Where  an  order 

nJT^tt^  county  of  Warwick,  dated  7th  of  September,  1846,  for 
that  the  re-       the  removal  of  Elizabeth  Haynes  and  her  daughter  fircMn 

lief  was  made  •  t^  •  - 

necesaarj  by  the  parish  of  Priors  Marston  to  the  parish  of  Priors 

cidentl*—      '  Hardwick,  both  in  the  county  of  Warwick,  the  sessions 

itwMa'Jrod  Confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this 

ground  of  ap-  Court  upon  the  following  case. 

peal  at  the  _ 

lesaions,  that         The  Order  of  removal  was  aa  follows : — 

BQch  relief  was 

in  fact  ao  made 

neoessarj,  and        County  of  Warwick,  i9  wit.-*-To  the  overseeiB  of  the  poor  of 

that  the  order      Priors  Mafston,  in  the  county  of  Warwick  ;  and  to  the  overseers 

bldTr  not''"  ^  *^®  P^'  ®^  ^®  P*™^  ^^  ^*"®"  Hardwick,  in  the  county  of 
stating  that  Warwick,  and  to  each  and  every  of  them.  Whereas  oompkini 
sach  siclcness  hath  been  made  unto  oa,  whose  names  are  hereunto  set  and  aeala 
wouM^prodaoe  *®^®^>  being  two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  acting 
permanent  dis-  in  and  for  the  county  of  Warwick  (one  whereof  being  of  the 
ability.  quorum),  by  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  Priors 

the^tSHw!^^*"  Marston,  that  Eliaabeth  Haynes,  of  Priors  Marston  aforesaid, 
lions  can  enter  widow,  and  Alice  Haynes,  a  daughter  of  the  said  Elizabeth 
into  the  nature  Ha3mee,  aged  eighteen  years,  or  thereabouts^  have  come  to  in- 
the^sickness  or  habit  in  the  said  parish  of  Priors  Marston,  not  having  gained 
accident?  a  legal  settlement  there,  nor  having  produced  any  certificate 

acknowledging  them  to  be  settled  elsewhere,  and  now  actually 
become  cbargeable  to  the  same  parish.  We,  the  said  justices^ 
upon  examination  of  the  premises  upon  oath,  and  other  circum- 
stances, do  adjudge  the  same  to  be  true,  and  do  also  adjudge 
the  place  of  the  legal  settlement  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Haynes 
and  her  daughter,  Alice  Haynes,  to  be  in  the  said  parish  of 
Priors  Hardwick,  in  the  said  county  of  Warwick.  These  are, 
therefore,  in  her  Majesty's  name,  to  require  you,  the  said  over- 
seers of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  Priors  Marston,  or  some 
or  one  of  you,  or  some  proper  person  or  persons  to  be  employed 
by  you,  to  remove  and  convey  the  said  Elizabeth  Haynes  and 
her  said  daughter,  Alice  Haynes,  from  and  out  of  your  said 
pari^  of  Priors  Marston  to  the  said  parish  of  Priors  Hard- 
wick, and  them  deliver,  together  with  this  our  order,  or  a  dupli- 
cate or  true  copy  thereof,  unto  the  overseers  of  the  poor  there, 
or  one  of  them,  who  are  hereby  required  to  receive  and  provide 
for  them  according  to  law.    Given,  &c. 
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The  grounds  of  appeal  material  to  the  decision  of  the        1949. 
case  were :  First*  that  the  order  of  removal  was  bad  and    J^    '    " 
defective,  inasmuch  as  the  relief  stated  in  the  said  ex-  «. 

amination  to  have  been  given  to  the  said  Elizabeth  PmoRs 
Haynes  and  Alice  Haynes  had  become  and  was  neces*  Ha»»'^"k. 
sary  by  reason  of  sickness  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Haynes, 
or  Alice  Haynes,  or  one  of  them ;  and  it  is  not  stated 
in  the  said  order,  that  the  justices  who  made  the  same 
were  satisfied  that  such  sickness  would  produce  perma* 
nent  disability.  Secondly,  that  the  said  Elizabeth 
Haynes  and  Alice  Haynes,  at  the  time  of  the  making  • 
of  the  said  order,  had  become  and  were  chargeable  by 
reason  of  relief  made  necessary  by  sickness,  which  sfdd 
sickness  was  not  shewn  to  be  likely  to  produce  perma- 
nent disability;  and  that  the  said  Elizabeth  Haynes 
and  Alice  Haynes  were  irremovable  from  the  said 
parish  of  Priors  Marston.  It  was  proved  at  the  hearing 
of  the  appeal,  that  the  relief  given  was  rendered  neces- 
sary by  reason  of  their  sickness ;  and  it  was  thereupon 
contended  by  the  appellants,  that,  inasmuch  as  the 
order  of  removal  was  granted  afler  the  passing  of  stat. 
8  &  9  Vict,  c.  66,  it  was  necessary,  under  the  4th  sec- 
tion of  that  act,  that  the  justices,  in  making  the  order, 
should  have  stated  therein,  that  they  were  satisfied  that 
the  sickness  would  produce  permanent  disability.  The 
court  of  quarter  sessions  overruled  this  objection,  sub- 
ject to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  No  evidence  was 
given  at  the  trial  whether  the  sickness  of  the  said 
paupers  was  or  was  not  likely  to  produce  permanent 
disability ;  but  it  was  proved  that  the  paupers  had  been 
continually  relieved  since  April,  1846 ;  and  it  was  then 
contended  by  the  appellants,  that  the  relief  given  to  the 
paupers  having  been  rendered  necessary  by  reason  of 
their  sickness,  and  no  evidence  having  been  given  that 
such  sickness  was  likely  to  become  permanent,  that  the 
paupers  were  irremovable.     The  court  of*  quarter  ses- 
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1849.  siouB  also  overruled  this  objection,  subject  to  the  opinion 

^   -  of  this  Ck>urt     If  this  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that 

The  QuBBN  ...  . 

9.  the  appellants  were  right  in  either  of  the  above  objeo- 

'^  Priors'  °  tions,  then  the  order  of  removal  is  to  be  quashed,  other- 

Hardwicb.  y^^  it  is  to  be  oonfirmedi 


G.  Hayes  and  Bitikstorii  in  support  of  the  order  of 
sessions. — The  question  turns  upon  the  constnicticm  of 
the  4th  section  of  stat  9  &  10  Vict  c.  66.  That  sec- 
tion enacts,  '^  that  no  warrant  shall  be  granted  for  the 
removal  of  any  person  becoming  chargeable  in  respect 
of  relief  made  necessary  by  sickness  or  acddent,  unless 
the  justices  granting  the  warrant  shall  state  on  such 
warrant  that  they  are  satisfied  that  the  sickness  or 
accident  will  produce  permanent  disability."  The  order 
was  made  within  a  month  after  the  passing  of  this  sta- 
tute, but  the  paupers  had  been  chargeable  for  three 
months ;  and  the  sessions  thought  that  this  section  was 
prospective,  and  applied  only  to  persons  becoming 
chargeable  after  the  passing  of  the  statute.  [C^/e- 
ridgcy  J. — The  chargeability  and  the  cause  would  con- 
tinue until  the  time  of  removal.  That  is  what  the  jus- 
tices are  to  consider.]  The  appellants  ought  to  have 
proved  at  the  trial,  that  the  sickness  which  caused  the 
relief  was  of  a  temporary  nature. 

Mellor  and  Pashleyy  on  the  other  side,  were  not 
called  on. 

Patteson,  J.  (a). — The  object  of  the  act  was  to  pro- 
tect paupers  from  removal;  and  the  legislature  re- 
quired, that,  whenever  sickness  existed,  the  justices 
should  state  in  their  order  that  the  sickness  was  of  a 
permanent  character.     When  it  appears  at  the  sessions 

(a)  Lord  DcnmoHy  C.  J.,  was  absent  on  account  of  illness. 
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that  the  relief  really  became  necessary  from  sickness,         IS49. 
the  order  is  bad,  for  want  of  the  necessary  averment    .j^Tquebn 
that  such  sickness  would,  in  the  opinion  of  the  justices,  ^' 

Inhabitants  of 

produce  permanent  disability;   otherwise  the  greatest       Priorh 

frauds  might  be   committed  by  the  removing  parish       ^rdwick. 

keeping  back  from  the  justices  the  fact  of  sickness.     I 

am  not  prepared  to  say  that  the  sessions  could  exercise 

any  discretion  as  to .  the  nature  and  character  of  the 

sickness :  that  appears  to  be  a  point  for  the  decision  of 

the  removing  justices ;  but,  at  all  events,  the  sickness 

is  shewn  to  have  existed  here ;  and,  as  the  order  does 

not  state  that  the  justices  were  satisfied  that  it  was  of 

a  permanent  nature,  the  order  is  bad. 

Coleridge,  J. — It  is  not  for  the  appellants  to  shew 
that  the  order  ought  not  to  have  been  made. 

Erle,  J. — Our  decision  is,  that  the  omission  to  com- 
ply with  the  requisites  of  the  4th  section,  is  a  good 
ground  of  appeal,  although  the  fact  of  sickness  is  first 
shewn  at  the  time  of  appeal. 

Order  of  sessions  and  order  of  removal  quashed. 
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1849. 
Jpril2S.  The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Ealing. 

Where  a  \JN  an  appeal  against  an  order,  dated  22nd  of  May, 

ground  of  ap-      ,„.*,  •,,  /•!  •  /»i 

peal  stated  that  lo47>  made  Dj  One  of  the  magistrates  of  the  police 
the  pauper  waa  ^^^^ts  of  the  metropolis,  sitting  at  the  Clerkenwell 
boni  in  the        Police-coiirt,  for  the  removal  of  Winifred  Payne  and 

pariah  of  Port-  ^  ^  •' 

tea,  in  the  her  five  children  from  the  parish  of  Islington  to  the 

Southampton,  parish  of  Ealing,  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  confirmed 

y"ew  i8iT  ^  ^^  ^^^^'  subject  to  a  case,  of  which  the  following  was 

without  giving  the  part  material  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court: — The 

any  further  in-  _  , 

formation  as  to  appellants  proposcd  to  prove  the  birth  of  the  pauper's 
caiity  where^'    husband,  and  the  following  was  the  ground  of  appeal 

the  birth  took  upon  ^jjich  they  relied  in  that  behalf:—"  That  Ben- 
place  : —  ^  *  •'  

Held,  that  jamin  Payne,  the  husband  of  the  said  Winifred  Payne, 

was  sufficient,  o^d  father  of  the  said  five  children,  as  stated  in  the 

sessions' ought  examinations,  was  bom  in  the  parish  of  Portsea„  in  the 

to  have  heard  couuty  of  Southampton,  in  or  about  the  year  1810." 

the  evidence.       rm  t  •  i      i 

The  respondents  objected,  that  no  evidence  could  be 
received  under  that  ground,  on  account  of  the  vague- 
ness and  uncertainty.  The  court,  after  hearing  coun- 
sel on  both  sides,  held  the  objection  good,  and  confirmed 
the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  If  the 
Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  last-mentioned  ground 
of  appeal  was  sufficient  to  entitle  the  appellants  to  give 
evidence  in  support  of  it,  then  the  order  of  removal  and 
order  of  sessions  are  to  be  severally  quashed ;  if  other- 
wise, the  same  are  to  be  confirmed. 


Bodkin,  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. — This 
ground  of  appeal  does  not  convey  sufficient  information 
as  to  the  particular  house  in  which  the  birth  is  said  to 
have  taken  place,  to  enable  the  respondents  to  ascertain 
the  truth  of  the  allegation.  In  the  case  of  birth,  par- 
ticularity is  more  necessary  than  in  any  other  case,  be- 
cause the  pauper  can  give  them  no  information  upon 
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the  subject;  and  the  place  of  birth  is  allied  to  be  in        1849. 
a  third  parish,  of  which  the  overseers  of  the  respondent    .y-y^ 
parish  have  no  knowledge.     In  Eez  v.   The  Justices  v. 

of  Derbyshire  (a),  a  statement,  in  the  grounds  of  appeal.  Baling.  ^ 
that  the  pauper  gained  a  settlement  in  a  third  parish  by 
hiring  and  service,  without  specifying  dates  or  names, 
was  held  insufficient.  So,  in  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of 
Sussex  (b),  it  was  held,  that  there  ought  to  be  some 
description  of  the  premises,  by  the  occupation  of  which 
it  is  alleged  that  the  pauper  gained  a  settlement,  by  the 
landlord's  name  or  otherwise.  This  Court  will  not 
disturb  the  finding  of  the  sessions^,  unless  it  clearly  ap- 
pears that  they  were  wrong. 

Pashleyy  contnl. — In  the  cases  which  have  been  quoted 
on  the  other  side,  it  was  sought  to  compel  the  magis* 
trates  to  enter  continuances  and  hear  the  appeals ;  and 
they  are  very  different.from  the  present,  where  the  ses- 
sions have  asked  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the 
question ;  and,  if  they  had  heard  the  evidence  through- 
out, as  they  ought  to  have  done,  they  would  have  been 
better  able  to  judge  if  any  further  information  was 
needed.  In  Rex  v.  St*  Mary  Beverley  (c),  the  proof 
as  to  the  particular  parish  in  Beverley  in  which  the 
pauper's  husband  was  bom,  was  deficient.  Here  it  is 
stated,  that  the  birth  took  place  in  the  parish  of  Portsea. 
In  Regina  v.  St  PauFs,  CoverU  Garden  (d),  and  Re^ 
ffina  V.  St,  Armisy  Westminster  {e\  it  wajs  held,  that  the 
allegation  that  the  settlement  was  gained  ^^in  or  about" 
the  year  1833,  was  too  vague;  but  that  was  on  the 
special  ground  that  such  statements  would  admit  proof 
of  a  settlement  gained  during  1834,  and  that  no  settle- 
Co)  6  A.  &  E.  885.  7  Q.  B.  R.  232. 
\h)  10  A.  &  E.  682.  (tf)  2  New  Sees.  Cas.  393 ; 
(c)  1  B.  &  Ad.  201.  7  Q.  B.  R.  241. 
\d)  1  New  Sew.  Ciu.  617 ; 


! 
I 
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]g49.         ment  could  be  gsuned  after  the  Hth  August  in  that 

_r  J  yeax,  when  the  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act  was  passed. 

o.  In  Regina  v.  Martin  cum  Grafton  (a),  this  Court  held. 

Inhabitants  cH     %         %  ...  ii/»  •• 

Ealing.  that  the  exammations  were  not  bad  tor  omittmg  to  state 
the  place  of  a  marriage.  [Patteson^  J. — The  appellants 
may  have  got  the  information  from  searching  the  parish 
register.  That  may  be  all  the  knowledge  which  they 
have.]  That  is  so,  and  therefore  all  that  they  are  bound 
to  give. 

Patteson,  J. — We  are  agreed  that  the  sessions  ou^t 
to  have  heard  the  evidence  in  this  case.  It  is  stated, 
that  the  pauper's  husband  was  bom  in  the  parish  of 
Portsea,  and  that  is  more  than  was  proved  in  Regina  v. 
St.  Mary  Beverley,  It  seems  reasonable  to  state  that 
the  birth  took  place  in  or  about  a  certun  year;  the 
appellants  may  be  unable  to  obtain  more  precise  inforr 
mation.  This  case  is  not  like  those  cited  by  Mr. 
Bodkin;  for  there  the  parties  must  have  gone  to  every 
person  in  the  parish  to  obtain  the  desired  information. 
Here  they  may  search  the  raster,  and  ascertain  the 
truth  of  the  statement  at  once.  Regina  v.  The  Justices 
of  Sussex  was  a  very  Rtrict  case ;  but  the  parties  there 
might  easily  have  given  fuller  information.  K  the  ses- 
sions had  not  referred  the  matter  to  us,  I  do  not  know 
whether  a  mandamus  would  have  been  granted ;  but 
they  ask  us  if  we  think  they  ought  to  hear  the  case ; 
and  as  we  do  think  so,  the  order  must  be  quashed. 

Erle,  J.,  concurred  (6). 

Order  of  sessions  and  order  of  removal  quashed. 

(a)  3  New  Sess.  Cas.  5.  and  Coleridge,  J.,  had  left  the 

(b)  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  was     court, 
absent  on  account  of  illness, 


nes8  or  acci- 
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1849. 

The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Llandogget.  ^     "     ' 

«  April  28. 

v/N  appeal  against  an  order  for  the  removal  of  Robert  The  order  of 
Roberts,  his  wife,  and  their  eight  children,  from  the  noTnegative 
parish  of  Denbigh  to  the  parish  of  Llandogget,  the  ti»at  the  relief 
court  of  quarter  sessions  confirmed  the  order,  subject  sary  by  sick 
to  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  upon  a  case^  of  which  the  dent. 
following  is  the  part  material  to  the  judgment  of  the 
Court: — 

It  was  not  stated,  either  in  the  order  or  in  the  ex- 
suninations,  that  the  paupers  had  not  become  chargeable, 
in  respect  of  relief,  made  necessary  by  sickness  or  acci- 
dent;  and  it  was  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  appellants, 
that  the  said  order  and  examinations  were  defective  on 
this  ground.  The  sessions  overruled  the  objections  and 
confirmed  the  order.  If  this  Court  should  be  of  opinion 
that  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  was  wrong,  on  either 
of  the  above  objections,  then  the  order  of  the  court  of 
quarter  sessions  and  the  order  of  removal  are  to  be 
quashed,  otherwise  the  same  are  to  be  confirmed. 

Beavariy  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. — The 
case  of  Regina  v.  HaKfax  (a)  decides  that  the  examina- 
tions need  not  negative  that  the  chargeability  was 
occasioned  by  sickness  or  accident,  and  it  is  submitted 
that  the  same  principle  applies  to  the  order. 

Taumsend  and  Foulkes^  contr^. — ^By  stat.  9  &  10 
Yict.  c  66,  s.  4,  it  is  enacted,  that  no  warrant  shall  be 
granted  for  the  removal  of  any  poor  person  becoming 
chargeable,  in  respect  of  relief  made  necessary  by  sick- 
ness or  accident,  unless  the  justices  granting  the  war- 
rant shall  state  in  such  warrant  that  they  are  satisfied 

(a)  Ante,  p.  268. 
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that  the  sickness  or  accident  will  produce*  permanent 
disability.     If^  then,  a  pauper  becomes  chargeable  by 
0.  receiving  relief,  made  necessary  by  sickness  or  accident, 

Llandooobt.  ^^  cannot  be  removed.  That  there  was  no  such  relief 
in  the  case  was  then  the  very  foundation  of  the  juris- 
diction of  the  justices,  and  the  cases  shew  a  distinction 
between  allegations  which  must  be  made  to  originate 
jurisdiction,  and  those  which  may  be  made  in  matters 
in  the  course  of  acting,  and  where  jurisdiction  is  shewn* 
Thus,  in  Regina  v.  Addingham  (a),  it  was  held,  that  the 
caption  of  an  examination  need  not  negative  the  pauper's 
settlement  in  the  removing  parish,  though  that  is  always 
done  in  the  order. 

Pattbson,  J. — There  is  nothing  in  this : — the  jus- 
tices have  jurisdiction,  though  the  relief  is  made  neces- 
sary by  sickness  or  accident ;  and,  if  it  is  necessary  to 
negative  anything,  it  must  be  to  negative  that  the  mck- 
ness  is  of  a  temporary  character.  If  the  relief  is  made 
necessary  by  sickness,  and  this  be  not  negatived  in  the 
order,  it  may  be  matt^  of  appeal  to  tiie  sessions  (b\ 

Erlb,  J. — The  princiide  of  Regina  v.  HaUfax  applies. 

Order  confirmed  (c). 

(a)  17  L.  J.,M.  C.,l75.  absent  on  aocount  of  IUiimb, 

{b)  See  Regina    v.  Priors  and  Coleridge^  J.,  had  left  the 

Hardwicky  ante,  p.  510.  court, 
(c)  Lord  Denmoit,  C.  J.,  wa« 
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1840. 


3fa^2. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  St.  Oeoroe's, 

Hanover  Square. 

UN  an  appeal  against  an  order,  dated  the  23rd  of  Ocr  By  a  local  act, 
tober,  1846,  under  the  hand  of  one  of  the  ma^trates  ),^  c„i),  go- 
of the  metropolitan  police  offices,  for  the  removal  of  T?™^'**"^,, 

,  ,  directors  of  the 

Ann  Tucker  and  her  three  children  from  the  parish  of  poor  were  ap- 
St.  Luke,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  to  the  paiiah  of  pariah  of  St 
St.  George's,  ELanovernsquare,  in  the  same  county;  the  ^v^  Square^ 
sessions  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  J'^^  ^^^  *? 
this  Court  upon  a  c«e,  of  which  the  part  material  to  -^t^, 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  is  as  follows : —  ^"  and  con- 

On  the  hearing-of  the  appeal,  the  appellants  proposed  J^J^^'"  *• 
to  take  an  objection  to  the  order,  that  it  did  not  shew      ^^td,  that 

they  were  the 

the  paupers  therein  named  not  to  have  resided  in  the  parties  aggrier- 
parish  of  St  Luke  for  five  years  next  before  the  appli-  Btatri3*^&  u 
cation  for  the  order.     The  respondents  thereupon  re-  ^"'  ^*  ^'  ^^* 

*       ^  ^  '^  and  were, 

quired  the  appellants  to  prove  their  notice  of  appeal,  therefore,  the 
The  notice  was  thereupon  duly  proved,  and  was  in  a  to  sign  the  no- 
proper  form;  but  it  was  signed  by  three  persons  de-  ^^^tS order 
scribing;  themselves  as  *^  three  of  the  governors  and  o{  removal, 
du'ectors  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  St.  George  s,  that  the  notice 
Hanover-square."    It  was  then  objected  by  the  re-  iH^^nly  three 
spondents,  that  the  individuals  who  had  signed  the  ofsuchgover- 
above  notice  had  no  legal  authority  to  do  so,  and  that  it  rectors,  by  vir- 
could  only  be  legally  signed  by  the  churchwardens  and  and  I09th  sec- 
overseers  of  the  poor*     It  is  agreed  that  the  local  act  4^VwilL  4 
7  Geo.  4,  a  cxxi  (a),  shall  be  considered  as  part  of  the  ^'  7^* 


(a)  '^An  Act  for  betterpaving, 
lighting,  regulating,  and  im- 
proving the  parish  of  Saint 
GeoTge,Hanoyer  Square,  within 
the  liberty  of  the  City  of  West- 
minBter."  The  provisions  ma- 
terial to  this  case,  are  the  fol- 
lowing In- 


sect. 7.-"*^That  the  vestry  of 
the  said  parish  of  St.  George, 
Hanover  Square,  shall,  upon 
the  25th  day  of  March,  in  every 
year,  or  within  fourteen  days 
after,  of  which  meeting  notice 
shall  be  given  in  the  church 
of  the  said  parish  on  the  Sun- 
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1849.        present  case,  and  th&t  either  party  may  refer  to  any  of 

""    -     '      the  proviaions  of  that  act.   Tlie  ei?Daturee  to  tbc  notice 
The  «n«BK  ,   .        ,  .  ,         .  -     , 

V.  of  appeal  m  thia  case  were  the   Bignaturee  of  three 

St.  Gbomi'i  govemorB  and  directors  duly  appointed  onder  the  pro- 
Uahotbk  visions  of  that  act.  It  wae  contended,  on  the  part  of 
the  appellants,  that  the  notice  was  property  signed. 
AJler  hearing  the  question  argued  by  counsel  on  both 
sides,  the  Court  held  the  above  objection  good,  and  con- 
firmed Uie  order.  The  questions  fi)r  the  opinion  of 
this  Court  are,  whether  the  notice  of  appeal  was  signed 
by  parties  who  had  legal  autliority  to  ^ve  such  notice ; 
and  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  notice  of 

dfty  next  before  such  meetings  iMre  0/  ti^  Moid  goventon  and 

reapectiTely ;  and  the  nid  vcft-  diiectora  msjr  exercise  anj  of 

tiy,  at  eveiy  anch  ineetii^,  ahall  the  po  wcra  Mid  aDthoritiea  here- 

appoint  iKtnfy  pertcnt,   being  b;  Tested  in  the  gorenton  and 

hooBeholdera,  residing    within  directon." 

the  aud  pariah  (either  oat  of  Sect.   14.  —  "  That,   in    all 

their  own  body  or  o&erfriBe),  eases  where  any  justice  or  jns- 

and  the  peiaoQ8M>  appointed,  to-  ticeeof  the  peace  for  the  sHid 

gether  with  the  rtdor,  ohtrci-  dty   and   liberty,   or  the  said 

toardau,  <md  overieerM  of  tie  coauty  of  Middlesex,  is  or  are 

poor  ^  Ike  taid  panth  for  Iha  empowered  by  Uw  to  proceed 

tiwte  being,  thaU  be  ffooemort  ontbecomplaintof  the  church- 

and  direetort  <f  tie  poor  of  tie  wardens  and  o*eneen  of  the 

KoidparUh,  oMd  thail  kaee  tie  poor  of  the  said  parieh,  it  ahaJl 

toU  care  and  wttmagement  of  the  be  lawful  for  each  jastice   or 

toid  poor;   and  the  gOTenwn  jnatioes,  and  he  and  they  is  and 

and  directors  M  to  be  from  time  are  hereby  required  to  proceed, 

to  time  Bpptnnted,  shall   oon-  on  the  coniplunt  of  any  one  or 

tinne  in  office  tiUothenareap-  more  of  the  said  goTemais  and 

pobted  in  their  stead."  director*,  or  of  such  person  or 

Sect.  9. — "  That  all  poor  per-  persons  as  sliall  have  been  dnly 

SODS  within   the    said  parish  appointed  by  any  writings  an- 

who  are  incapable  of  providiag  der  the  hands  and  seals  of  the 

for  tbemselves,  may  be  received  said  governors  and  directors  for 

into  any  workhouse  belonging  that  purpose,  in  such  roanoiT 

to  the  said  parish,  and  shall  be  as  if  snch  complaint  had  been 

under  the    direction  and   ma-  madehy thechurchwardensand 

nagement  of  the  said  governors  overaaersof  the  poor  of  the  said 

and  directon."  parisii." 

Sect.  1 2.—"  That  Anytirteor 


i 
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appeal  was  good,  then,  whether  the  order  of  removal         1349. 
was  bad,  inasmuch  as  it  did  not  shew  the  paupers  named 
in  it  not  to  have  resided  in  the  said  parish  of  St  Luke  v, 

for  five  years  next  before  the  application  for  the  said   st.  Gborob's 
order.     If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  notice       sau ab" 
of  appeal  was  sufficient,  and  that  the  order  of  removal 
was  bad  on  its  face,  as  above  allied,  then  the  order  of 
sessions  and  the  order  of  removal  are  to  be  quashed, 
otherwise  they  are  to  stand  confirmed. 

Pashleyy  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. — Tlie 
sesuons  were  right  on  both  points.  First,  they  held, 
that  the  order  need  not  shew  that  the  paupers  had  not 
resided  in  the  parish  of  St  Luke's  for  five  years  next 
before  the  application  for  the  order ;  that  has  now  been 
de<uded  in  this  Court,  and  the  order  of  sessions  must 
therefore  be  confirmed ;  but  as  the  question  is  one  of  im- 
portance to  the  parish  of  St.  George's,  Hanover-square, 
though  not  material  to  the  decision  of  the  case,  it  is  sub- 
mitted, that  they  were  also  right  in  holding,  that  the 
notice  of  appeal,  signed  by  the  governor  and  directors, 
was  not  good.  That  depends  upon  the  construction  of 
the  local  act,  7  Geo.  4,  c.  cxxi.  No  power  of  appeal 
is  ^ven  by  that  statute  to  the  governors  and  directors ; 
and  though  it  might  have  been  contended,  that  they  had 
such  power  under  the  general  clause  (sect  9),  about 
the  management  of  the  poor,  yet  sect.  14  excludes  that 
supposition ;  for  it  gives  them  a  right  to  make  a  com- 
plaint, but  not  to  appeal,  and  a  right  of  appeal  cannot 
be  given  by  implication :  Regina  v.  Stock  (a).  Reliance 
will  be  placed  by  the  other  side  on  the  109th  section 
(the  interpretation  clause)  of  stat  4  &  5  WilL  4,  c.  76. 
That  section  defines  a  guardian  to  mean  and  include 
any  visitor,  director,  &c.,  appointed  or  entitled  to  act 

(a)  8  A.  &E.  405. 
VOL.  III.  P  P  N.  S.  C. 


» 
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1849.        ^  ^  manager  of  the  poor,  and  in  the  difiiribution  or 
^— "V— ^      ordering  of  the  relief  to  the  poor  from  the  poor-ratb, 
V.  under  any  general  or  local  act  of  Parliament;  and  it 

St!*gI!^g.^  wiU  be  said,  that  "guardians''  would  include  the  di- 
Hanover  rectors  in  this  parish.  That  may  be  so;  but  the  Slst 
section  of  that  statute,  which  gives  power  to  the  oyer- 
seers  or  guardians  to  send  the  statement  of  the  grounds 
of  appeal,  does  not  give  any  new  body  a  new  right  of 
appeal,  but  only  imposes  certain  conditions  upon  those 
persons  who  had,  before  that  statute,  the  right  to  appeaL 
In  some  cases,  guardians  had  the  power  of  appeal  con- 
ferred upon  them  by  statute ;  and  in  such  cases  the  same 
conditions  were  imposed  upon  them  as  upon  overseers^ 
who  had  the  right  to  appeal  under  13  &  14  Car.  2^0. 12, 
s.  2.  The  question  is,  who  had  the  right  to  appeal  be- 
fore the  Stat.  4  &  5  Will  4,  c.  76?  In  Begina  t.  &. 
Mary,  Southampton  (a),  where  several  parishes  had  been 
united  under  a  local  act,  for  the  purposes  of  the  relief 
of  the  poor,  and  a  board  of  guardians  was  constituted 
for  the  united  district,  this  Court  decided,  that  the 
guardians  of  tiie  united  district  were  not  officers  of  the 
several  parishes  comprised  therein;  and  that  a  notice 
of  chargeability,  signed  by  three  of  such  guardians,  was 
insufficient ;  and  in  Regina  v.  The  Guardians  ofLamr 
beth  (ft),  where  the  notice  of  chaigeability,  signed  by 
three  of  the  guardians,  was  held  sufficient,  the  case 
shews,  that  the  guardians  were  appointed  under  the 
39ih  sect  of  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c  76.  Here  the  guardians 
are  not  appointed  under  this  statute,  but  under  a 
local  act 

WaUingery  Serjt,  and  BodUn,  contriL — It  must  be 
admitted,  that  the  order  of  removal  is  suffident>  and 


(a)  2  New  Sen,  Cas,  61 ;  5        (h)  2  New  Sees.  Gas.  68 ;  6 
Q.  B.  R.  518.  Q.  B.  R.  513. 
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that  the  sessions  were  right  upon  the  first  point ;  but        1849. 
it  is  submitted,  that  the  governors  and  directors  are     x^Tqijiwk 
the  proper  parties  to  give  the  notice  of  appeal    By  f. 

InoftDttsots  of 

secL  9,  they  are  to  have  the  sole  care  and  management  St.  Gso&GB'a 
of  the  poor  of  the  piurish,  and  they  haye  the  control  of  s^uAur 
the  funds.  Without  any  reference,  then,  to  the  Poor 
Law  Amendment  Act,  they  are  the  parties  f^grieved, 
and,  as  such,  have  a  right  to  appeal,  under  13  &  14  Car. 
2»  c  12,  s.  2.  Begina  v.  7%e  Guardians  of  Lambeth  (a) 
decides  this  ease,  because  there  it  was  held,  that  a  notice 
of  chargeabiUty,  signed  by  the  guardians  of  the  parish, 
was  sufficient ;  and  it  is  inunaterial  whether  the  guard- 
ians are  appointed  under  that  act  or  under  any  local 
act ;  for  the  interpretation  ckuse  (sect  109)  says,  that 
die  word  "  guardian"  shall  be  construed  to  mean  any 
director,  appointed  under  any  general  or  local  act  of 
Pariiament.  The  churchwardens  and  overseers  in  the 
parish  are  a  part  of  the  governors  and  directors ;  and 
they  cannot  appeal,  because  they  have  no  interest  in 
the  funds.  The  notice  of  apjjeal  is  also  signed  by  the 
proper  number,  because,  by  the  81st  section,  three  or 
more  of  the  guardians  are  sufficient 

Patteson,  J. — I  think  that  the  correct  answer  has 
been  given  to  the  difficulty  which  is  suggested  in  this 
case — namely,  that,  independently  of  the  4  &  5  Will. 
4,  c  76,  the  governors  and  directors  of  the  poor  had 
the  right  to  appeal,  because  they  are  parties  aggrieved, 
under  the  stat  7  Geo.  4.  If  that  be  so,  we  are  not 
called  upon  to  consider  the  interpretation  to  be  put 
upon  the  79th  or  81st  sections  of  the  4  &  5  Will.  4, 
c  76,  in  that  respect  I  should  say,  that  the  Legislature 
did  not  intend,  in  that  act,  to  give  any  party  a  new 
right  of  appeal,  except,  perhaps,  a  new  body  constituted 

(a)  2  New  Sess.  Cas.  58  ;  6  Q.  B.  R.  613. 
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tinder  that  act.     The  governors  and  dlrectors/havirig 
the  sole  management  and  care  of  the  poor^  and  control 
V.  over  the  fiinds^  may  be  considered  as  parties  a^rieved, 

St.  Gkorgb's  under  the  stat.  13  &  14  Car  2,  c.  12,  s.  2.  Then  a 
'sinAEE*  question  might  arise,  under  the  local  act,  whether  Uie 
notice  of  appeal  ought  not  to  have  been  signed  by. a 
majority  of  the  governors  and  directors ;  for  sect  12 
only  empowers  three  or  more  of  the  said  governors  or 
directors  to  exercise  any  of  the  powers  and  authorities 
by  the  said  act  vested  in  the  governors  and  directors^ 
and  no  right  of  appeal  is  given  by  that  act  to  the  go- 
vernors and  directors ;  but  then,  we  may  pray  in  aid  the 
81st  and  109th  sections  of  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76.  By 
the  Slst  section,  the  overseers  or  guardians  of  the  pariah 
appealing,  or  any  three  or  more  of  such  guardians,  are 
to  send  a  statement  under  their  hands,  of  the  grounds  of 
their  appeal;  and  by  the  109th  section,  (the  interpreta- 
.  '  tion  clause),  the  word  ^^  guardians "  is  to  be  construed 
to  include  any  visitor,  governor,  director,  manager,  act- 
ing guardian,  vestryman,  or  other  officer  in  a  parish  or 
union,  appointed  or  entitled  to  act  as  a  manager  of  the 
poor,  and  in  the  distribution  or  ordering  of  the  relief 
to  the  poor  from  the  poor-rate,  under  any  general  or 
local  act  of  Parliament  Taking,  then,  the  local  act 
and  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c  76  together,  I  think  that  this 
notice  is  well  signed,  as  it  is  signed  by  the  parties 
aggrieved  under  the  local  act.  I  think,  therefore,  that 
the  sessions  ought  to  have  heard  this  appeaL 

WiQUTM  AN,  J. — I  think  that  the  argument  for  the  ap- 
pellants is  well  founded,  and  that  the  governors  and 
directors  are  to  be  taken  not  only  as  the  parties  aggriev- 
.  ed,  but  also  as  the  parties  entitled  to  appeaL  The  govern 
nors  and  directors  were  substituted  by  the  local  act.in  all 
matters  for  the  overseers ;  and  one  power  which  over- 
seers have^'is  the  right  of  appeaL    A  question  might 
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luise  as  to  the  number  under  the  local  act  who  had  the  IQ49, 

right  to  appeal ;  but,  taking  the  local  act  and  the  4  &  6  ^^^^ — ' 

WiIL  4,  c.  76  together,  I   think  that  this  notice  is  v. 

properly  signed*     The  interpretation  clause  of  the  4  &  st.  Gbo&gb^s 

5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  is  more  general  than  Mr.  Paskley,  in  s^oar" 
his  argument,  supposed ;  for  it  applies  to  the  persons  en- 
titled to  act  as  managers  of  the  poor,  and  in  the  distri- 
bution or  ordering  of  relief  to  the  poor  from  the  poor- 
rate,  under  any  general  or  local  act  of  Parliament. 

Erle,  J. — The  governors  and  directors,  having  the 
control  of  the  fiinds,  stand  in  the  same  relation  to  this 
parish  as  the  overseers  to  a  common  parish,  and  have 
the  same  rights,  and  are  parties  aggrieved  by  an  oHer 
of  removal.     The  form  of  appeal  is  regulated  by  the  4 

6  5  Will.  4,  c.  76 ;  that  act  says,  that  the  governors 
and  directors  are  guardians,  and  that  the  notice  signed 
by  three  is  sufficient.  On  the  other  ground,  the  order 
is  confirmed. 

Order  of  sessions  confirmed. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Leaden  Koothino.       j^^  2.    " 

viN  an  appeal  against  two  orders  made  each  of  them  Where  a  pan- 
on  the  30th  of  November,  a.  d.  1847,  and  each  of  them  £S,i^h^t^ 
by  the  same  two  justices,  the  first  made  under  sect.  58  y?^  "*  ■  P*- 

"^  *'  '  ^  nsh,  and,  on 

of  Stat  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  126,  adjudicating  the  settlement  iNwoming  lana- 

tic  wafl  rc» 

of  Elizabeth  Dunmow,  a  pauper  idiot,  to  be  in  the  parish  moVed  to  an 
of  Roxwell,  in  the  Chelmsford  Union,  in  the  county  of  Si'^^h?^ 
Essex,  and  the   second,  under  sect.  62  of  the  same      ^«Wi  that 
statute,  ordering  the  treasurer  of  the  guardians  of  the  might  make 

orders  adjudi- 
cating her  set- 
tlement and  maintenance,  under  sections  58  and  62  of  stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  126. 


InlutntaDU  of 
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poor  of  the  ChehuBford  Union  to  pay  to  the  treaBom' 
of  the  guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  Danmow  Union  the 
two  Bums  of  3/.  I8t.  6d.  and  27L  St.  5d.,  and  also  to  pay 
""i^mm"*  to  one  James  Philips,  weekly,  and  every  week,  for  such 
RooTHixa.  ijine  as  in  the  said  order  was  mentioned,  the  «"■"  of 
Hi.,  for  the  reas(»)able  cliarges  of  the  future  lod|^ng, 
maintenanoe]  medidne,  clothing,  and  care  of  the  said 
Elizabeth  Dunmow:  tho  court  of  quarter  Beaaiona 
for  the  county  of  Easex  quashed  both  the  orden,  anb- 
ject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  ftdbwii^ 
case: — 

The  pauper,  who  is  seventeen  years  of  age,  is  the 
legitimate  daughter  of  Thomas  Dunmow,  who  is,  and 
has  been  since  the  year  1837,  legally  settled  in  tb» 
parish  of  Kozwell,  in  the  county  of  Illsaex,  which  paiiah 
is  comprised  in,  and  forms  part  of,  Uie  Chemlsford  Union. 
The  pauper,  during  all  her  life,  has  resided  with  ber 
father,  and  is  unemancipatad ;  and  the  pauper  has  not, 
nor  ever  has  had,  any  other  settlement  than  thai  derived 
from  her  iather,  the  siud  Thomas  Dunmow.  Upon  the 
9tb  of  December,  a.  d.  1846,  the  pauper,  being  then 
an  idiot,  reading  in,  and  chargeable  to,  the  parish  of 
Leaden  Roothing,  in  the  county  of  Essex,  (which  parish 
is  comprised  in,  and  forms  part  o^  tfae  Dunmow  Unitm), 
was  sent  from,  and  at  the  charge  of,  such  parish  to  a 
certun  house  duly  licensed  for  the  reception  of  lunatics^ 
idiots,  and  insane  persone,  ntuate  at  Bethnal-green,  in 
tho  county  of  Middlesex,  and  commonly  known  by  tha 
name  of  "  Worbnrton'e  Asylum,"  of  which  one  Jame« 
Philips  then  waa,  and  ever  since  has  been,  the  kAo  re- 
^Btered  and  licensed  proprietor,  and  was  there  received 
into,  and  confined  in,  the  sud  licensed  house  by  the  said 
James  Philips,  pursuant  to  the  order  of  a  justice  of  the 
peace  for  the  county  of  Essex,  and  a  certain  medical 
certificate,  in  the  form  eet  forth  in  the  stat.  8  &  9  Vict, 
c.  126,  Sbedule  E,  No.  !■     At  the  time  of  the  pauper 
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bdog  BO  sent  to  the-sfiid  liceiiBed  houae^  and  theiicdbrth        ig^g^ 
up  to  and  at  the  time  of  the  maklne  of  the  two  orders    J"'^  "^ 

^  ,  ^  Tbe  QuxsM 

i^ipealed  against,  there  was  no  lunatic  asylum  for  the  «. 

county  of  Essex.  The  pauper  had  resided  in  the  parish  lsaobn 
of  Leaden  Soothing  with  her  father,  the  said  Thomas  ^^™im«« 
Dunmow,  for  more  than  five  years  continuously  next 
before  her  being  sent  and  removed  from  the  parish  of 
Leaden  Boothing  to  the  licensed  house  aforesaid.  The 
said  Thomas  Dunmow  had  also  resided  in  the  said 
parish  of  Leaden  Soothing  during  all  that  time,  and 
has  ever  since  continued  so  to  do.  From  the  time  of 
the  pauper's  reception  into  the  said  licensed  house,  upon 
the  9th  of  December,  1846,  up  to  and  until  and  upon 
the  30th  of  November,  1847,  (upon  which  day  the  two 
orders  appealed  against  were  made),  she  continued  to  be 
ccHifined  therein,  and  during  all  that  time  was  main- 
tained therein  at  the  expense  of,  and  was  actually 
chargeable  to,  the  said  parish  of  Leaden  Soothing. 

At  the  trial  of  the  said  appeal,  it  was  contended,  upon 
tbe  part  of  the  appellants,  that  the  two  orders  appealed 
against  were  bad,  upon  the  ground,  that,  the  pauper 
having  redded  with  her  father  in  the  parish  of  Leaden 
Boothing  finr  five  years  next  before  the  removal  into  the 
said  Ucensed  house,  in  manner  aforesaid,  and  having,  from 
tiie  time  of  such  removal  into  the  said  licensed  house,  and 
whale  she  was  residing  and  was  confined  therein,  as  afore* 
said,  and  during  the  time  aforesaid,  continued,  until  and 
upon  the  day  of  the  making  of  the  two  orders  appealed 
against,  to  be  chargeable  to^  and  to  be  maintained  in, 
such  licensed  house  at  the  expense  of  the  said  parish  of 
Leaden  Boothing,  the  justices  were,  by  the  stat.  9  &  10 
Vlot.  a  66,  deprived  of  all  jurisdiction  to  make  either 
of  the  said  orders. 

The  court  of  quarter  sesedons  being  of  this  opinion 
quashed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court 
upon  the  point 
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1849.  If  ^^  Court  should  be  of  opinion/that,  upon  the  facU 

J^^^"^^      stated,  the  justices  were,  by  the  stat.  9  &  10  Vict,  c  66, 
V.  depriyed  of  the  power  to  make  the  sud  orders^  or  ^ther 

^  Lbadbn      of  them,  then  the  order  of  the  court  of  quarter  sesskHis 
^^""•-     is  to  be  confirmed.    If  this  Court  should  be  of  a  con- 
trary opinion,  then  the  order  of  the  court  of  quarter 
sessions  is  to  be  quashed,  and  the  two  orders  i^pealed 
against  to  be  confirmed. 


Rodwett  and  Walford,  in  support  of  the  order  of 
sions. — The  question  is,  whether  the  stat.  9  &  10  Vict 
c  66,  applies  to  the  case  where  a  pauper  lunatic,  while 
confined  in  a  lunatic  asylum,  is  adjudged  to  be  settled 
in  a  parish  different  from  the  one  by  which  she  was  sent 
to  the  asylum,  and  in  which  she  has  resided  more  than 
five  years  previous  to  her  removal  to  the  lunatic  asylum, 
and  an  order  is  made  for  her  maintenance.  It  is  sub- 
mitted, that  it  does  apply.  These  two  orders,  which  are 
made  under  sects.  58  &  62  of  stat  8  &  9  Vict  c.  126, 
amount  to  a  removal.  Under  sect  62,  persons  appeal- 
ing, or  intending  to  appeal,  against  an  order  for  main- 
tenance,  and  the  persons  defending  such  appeal,  shall 
have  all  the  powers,  rights,  and  privileges,  and  be  sub- 
ject to  the  same  obligations  in  all  respects,  as  in  the  case 
of  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  removal.  All  the  inci- 
dents, therefore,  of  an  appeal  against  these  orders  are 
the  same  as  in  the  case  of  an  ordinary  order  of  removal : 
Rex  v.  MonUeigh  (a).  By  sect  57,  a  pauper  lunatic, 
when  confined  in  an  asylum,  continues  chargeable  to 
the  parish  from  which  he  is  sent,  until  his  settlement 
is  ascertained ;  and,  while  residing  in  the  asylum,  he  is 
to  be  deemed,  for  the  purposes  of  his  settlement,  to  be 
residing  in  the  parish  to  which  he  is  chargeable.  After 
the  removal,  then,  to  the  asylum,  the  pauper  continued 

(a)  8  New  Bess.  Caa.  04. 
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to  reside  in  Leaden  Boothing;  but,  upon  the  order  of        1349, 
settlement  being  made,  then  he  became  chaigeable  to'      "   ^ 
Boxwell,  and,  by  sect.  57,  is  to  be  deemed  to  reside  y. 

there.  The  effect,  then,  of  the  adjudication  of  settle-  Lbadbn 
ment  is  to  change  the  reaidenoe  from  Leaden  Soothing 
to  Boxwell;  and  so  it  operates  as  a  removaL  The 
enacting  part  of  sect.  1  of  stat.  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66,  is 
quite  general ;  and  the  proviso,  *^  that  the  removal  of  a 
pauper  lunatic  to  an  asylum,  under  the  provisions  of 
any  act  relating  to  lunatics,  shall  not  be  deemed  a 
removal  within  the  act,''  shews  that  the  enacting  part 
extends  to  removals  of  other  kinds  than  ordinary  re- 
movals of  paupers,  and  wiU  prevent  the  removal  of  a 
pauper  lunatic  from  one  parish  to  another:  without  that 
proviso,  a  pauper  lunatic,  who  had  resided  more  than 
five  years  in  a  parish,  could  not  have  been  removed  to 
an  asylum. 

Hawkins,  contr&. — The  stat.  8  <&  9  Vict,  c  126  was 
in  force  when  the  stat.  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66  was  passed ; 
and  if  the  Legislature  had  intended  to  prevent  these 
orders  being  made,  in  cases  where  the  pauper  had  re- 
sided five  years  in  the  parish,  which  sent  the  pauper  to 
an  asylum,  they  would  have  done  so  in  express  terms. 
Sect.  5  of  the  latter  statute  shews,  that  settlements  were 
left  untouched.  These  two  orders  do  not  amount  to  an 
.order  of  removal ;  there  is  no  actual  change  of  residence 
under  sect.  57  of  stat  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  126.  It  is  only  a 
change  *^  for  the  purposes  of  settlement,"  in  order  to 
give  the  justices  jurisdiction.  The  parish  which  is  to 
maintidn  the  pauper,  under  sect.  62,  is  that  in  which 
she  is  settled,  not  that  in  which  she  has  a  right  to  reside. 
[He  was  here  stopped  by  the  Court]. 

Patteson,  J.  (a). — I  think  that  these  orders  are  valid, 
(a)  Lord  Dcaman,  C.  J.  was  absent  on  account  of  illness. 
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Underthe  stat.  8  &  9  Vict,  c  126,  panper  lunatics  may 
be  removed  to  aa  aq^lmn  by  certain  ordera  obtaiaad  id 
a  certain  way*  Noobjection  is  taken  totfaeremovalyin 
Lb AMir  '^  ^  ^^  instance,  from  Leaden  Boothing  to  theasylum; 
^^^f^^^^*  nor  could  there  be,  because  it  is  expressly  enacted,  that 
the  removal  of  a  pauper  lunatic  to  an  asylum  shall  not 
be  deemed  a  removal  within  the  stat.  9  &  10  Yicu  c 
66«  It  is  dear,  that,  but  for  that  proviso,  a  residence 
for  five  years  would  have  prevented  the  removal  to  the 
asylum.  But  it  is  said,  that  these  two  orders  amount 
to  an  order  of  removal,  and  are,  therefore,  prdubited 
by  the  stat  9  &  10  Vict  c  66.  I  think  that  is  not  so. 
In  that  statute,  express  reference  is  made  to  the  power 
of  removal  to  a  lunatic  asylum ;  but  the  other  dausesy 
as  to  the  adjudication  of  settlement  and  maintenaDce, 
are  left  untouched.  I  think,  therefbre,  these  orders  are 
good.  What  the  effect  of  a  removal  to  an  asylum  may 
be,  if  the  pauper  recovers  and  goes  back  to  Leaden 
Boothing,  we  need  not  dedde.  Perhaps  she  might  be 
removable,  in  accordance  with  the  decision  in  Regima 
V.  Salford;  but  that  is  entirdy  independent  of  these 
orders  of  settlement  and  muntenance. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  ojnnion.  The 
pauper,  in  this  case,  was  seventeen  years  of  age,  and 
settled  in  Koxwdl,  but  had  resided  more  than  five  years 
in  Leaden  Boothing,  and,  on  becoming  insane,  was 
removed  to  an  asylum.  Now,  by  the  proviso  in  the 
Stat.  9  &  10  Vict  c  66,  this  power  is  ezpresdy  reserved, 
and,  therefore,  it  was  not  a  removal  prohibited  by  the 
enacting  part  The  pauper,  then,  having  been  proper- 
ly ranoved,  the  question  is,  who  is  to  pay  for  thefiituie 
maintenance? — It  is  the  parish  in  which  the  pauper  is 
settled,  and  not  that  in  which  she  may  have  a  right  to 
reside.  The  act  does  not  interfere  with  the  power  of  the 
justices  to  adjudicate  the  settlement  and  maintenance. 
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Erl£,  J.— I  think  that  these  orders  are  Talid,  on  the 
groandy  that  the  justices  had  power  to  make  these  orders, 
under  the  stat  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  126,  and  that  they  are 
not  depriyed  of  that  power  by  the  stat  9  &  10  Vict.   ""lJII^ 

C  66.  R00THIK«. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  Surrey.  May  5. 

Mandamus.— Po^A&sf,  in  Hilary  Term  hist,  had  Andeofprac 
obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  defendants  to  shew  of  quiti^^. 
cause  why  a  writ  of  mandamus  should  not  issue,  com-  "^^^^i^ 
manding  them  to  enter  continuances,  and  hear  the  ap«  ^pv^  agaiwt 
peal  of  the  oyerseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  St  moYai  sbaU  be' 
James,  Clerkenwell,  against  itn  order  for  the  removal  ^^STdm  iw^ 
of  certain  paupers  from  the  parish  of  Lambeth  to  the  SSikfy^  k 
said  parish  of  St.  James,  ClerkenwelL    It  appeared^  the  eppeUaot 
firom  the  affidavits,  tliat  the  (urder  of  removal  in  question  ent  peri^'^  ' 
was  dated  on  the  17th  of  Jui|.e,  1848,  and  that  the  sum*^  whm^Ui^^ 
mer  sessions  were  held  on  the  27th  of  the  same  month ;  ^f  quarter  ks- 

BODfl  had  oil- 

that  a  o^y  of  the  order  of  removal,  examinations,  and  mined  an  ap- 
Botice  of  chargeability  were  served  upon  the  appellanf s  Srach'^^^^ 
parish  on  the  11th  of  July,  and  that  the  paupear  was  ^^Ylnan- 
actually  removed  on  the  29th  of  August;  that  the  damutofheiD, 
Michaelmas  sessions  were  held  on  the  17Ui  of  October^  tinnanoes  and 
and  iJiat  the  appellants  duly  lodged  aod  res^ted  theur  ^>^^*pp^« 
appeal  at  those  sessbns,  and  that  ibe  order  of  respite 
was  as  follows  :-r**  It  is  ordered  by  the  Court,  that  ihe 
appeal  of  the  said  appellants  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby 
respited  accordingly,  whereof  the  said  appeUants  are  to 
give  due  notice ;  ^  that,  on  the  18ih  of  December^  notice 
was  given  by  the  appellants  to  the  respondents,  that 
they  intended  to  try  and  prosecute  an  appeal  at  the 
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1849.        i^6xt  Bessions,  which  were  held  on  the  2nd  of  January  ; 

f^Q  that  the  practice  of  the  said  court  of  quarter  seasions 

V-  was  to  require,  that,  in  all  cases  in  which  an  appeal 

The  Jostices  of  .  . 

SuRRBv.  against  any  order  of  removal  is  entered  at  one  seenons 
and  respited  to  the  next,  on  the  ex  parte  motion  of  the 
appellants,  the  appellants  shall  give  due  notice  of  the 
fact  of  such  entry  and  respite ;  that,  at  the  trial  of  Uie 
appeal,  the  respondents  objected,  that  they  had  had  no 
notice,  either  in  the  notice  of  trial  or  otherwise,  that  the 
appeal  had  been  entered  and  respited ;  and  that  the  ses- 
sions  thereupon  refused  to  hear  the  appeal. 

O^fer  now  shewed  cau8e(a). — The  only  statute  which 
governs  the  giving  of  notices  of  appeal  is  the  9  Geo.  1, 
c.  7,  s.  8.  By  that  statute  it  is  enacted,  that  ^'  no  appeal 
shall  be  proceeded  upon  in  any  court  of  quarter  sessiona, 
unless  reasonable  notice  be  given  by  the  churchwardena 
and  overseers  of  the  appellant  parish  to  the  church- 
wardens and  overseers  of  the  removing  parish."  The 
other  side  will,  no  doubt,  rely  upon  Rex  v.  7^  Justices 
of  Norfolk  (ft),  in  which  it  was  decided,  that,  in  the  case 
of  a  respited  appeal,  a  rule  of  the  quarter  sessions,  that 
the  appellants  should  give  notice  thereof  to  the  respon- 
dents within  one  month  after  such  entry  and  respite,  was 
void;  but  in  that  case,  the  notice  required  to  be  given 
was  independent  of  the  notice  of  appeal,  for  it  was  to 
be  given  within  one  month  after  the  entry  and  respite; 
in  the  present  case,  the  notice  of  the  entry  and  respite 
might  have  been  ^ven  in  the  notice  of  appeal,  but  no 
reference  is  made  in  that  document  to  the  fact,  that  this 
appeal  had  been  entered  and  respited.  That  case,  how- 
ever, is  virtually  overruled,  for  that  case  was  decided 
upon  the  ground,  that  the  notice  required  to  be  given  in 
the  case  of  a  respited  appeal  was  governed  by  the  stat. 

(a)  Before  ErUy  J.,  in  the  Bail  Court.        (6)  5  B.  &  Ad.  990. 
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9  Geo.  1 ;  but  it  was  expressly  held,  in  a  subsequent  ^849. 
case.  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  Monmouihshire(a\  that  that  The  Qubbn 
statute  only  applied  to  the  first  sessions  after  the  execu-  j^^  jxaticeB  of 
tion  of  the  order  of  removaL  In  Regina  v.  The  Justices  Surrey. 
of  MontgomeryshiTe  (i),  a  rule  of  the  quarter  sessions  was 
held  good,  by  which  they  required,  that,  in  the  case  of  a 
respited  appeal,  twenty-eight  days'  notice  of  trial  should 
be  given.  If,  then,  there  be  no  statute  regulating  the  no- 
tice in  the  case  of  a  respited  appeal,  it  must  be  left  to  the 
discretion  of  the  justices,  and  they  have  abided  by  their 
rule  of  practice.  The  twenty-eight  days'  notice  in  Regina 
V.  The  Justices  of  Montgomeryshire  sufficed  to  shew  the  re- 
spondents, that  the  appeal  had  been  entered  and  respited; 
but  in  the  present  case,  as  the  pauper  had  been  actually 
removed  on  the  29th  of  August,  the  respondents,  know- 
ing the  rule  of  the  sessions  upon  the  subject,  and  having 
received  no  notice  that  the  appeal  had  been  entered  and 
respited  at  the  October  sessions,  might  fairly  conclude, 
that  the  appellants  had  determined  to  receive  the  pauper, 
and,  when  they  received  the  notice  of  trial,  on  the  18th 
of  December,  might  forbear  from  attending  at  the  ses- 
sions on  the  2nd  of  January,  because  they  would  pre- 
sume, that  the  appeal  had  not  been  entered  and  respited, 
.  as  they  had  received  no  notice,  and,  therefore,  that  the 
sessions  would  not  then  permit  the  appellants  to  enter 
their  appeal. 

Pashleg  and  Chamock,  contr^ — The  court  of  quarter 
.  sessions  have  no  right  to  impose  new  conditions  upon 

the  trial  of  an  appeal.  In  Bex  v.  TTie  Justices  of  Staf- 
.fordshire  (c),  which  was  a  case  of  an  appeal  agidnst  an 

order  of  justices,  for  payment  of  a  church-rate,  under 
.Stat  59  Geo.  3,  c  127,  s.  7,  this  Court,  held,  that,  the 


(a)  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  306.  (b)  2  New  See.  Cas.  78. 

.  (c)  4  A.  &  E.  842. 
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I8i9.        Beauons  had  no  right  to  require  that  the  appellant 
The  QuEsx    should  give  notice  to  the  justices  making  the  order. 

The  Jvliticet  of  ^^^S^  ^^7  ^^  ^  ^^  ^^  practice  to  that  effect,  because 
SuRRBT.  the  statute  only  says,  that  the  party  aggrieved  may  ap- 
peal, but  nothing  is  said  about  notice.  So  in  Rex  v.  7%< 
Juitices  of  Salop  (a)y  it  was  dedded,  that  the  sessions 
could  not  require  the  appellant,  under  49  Gea  3^  c  68, 
8«  5f  to  give  a  written  notice  of  i^peal,  where  it  is  not 
required  to  be  in  writing  by  the  clause  of  the  statute, 
which  directs  a  notice  to  be  given.  In  Regina  v.  The 
JuitieeM  of  the  West  Riding  of  Yorh$hire{b)y  Coleridge,  J., 
8a3rs,  that  the  sessions  have  no  right  to  establidh,  as  a 
rule  of  practice,  that  no  appeal  against  an  order  of  re- 
moval shall  be  heard,  unless  the  original  order  be  filed. 
In  Regina  v.  TheJu$ticei  of  Montgomeryihirey  the  only 
question  was,  whether  the  practice  of  the  sesnons,  as  to 
requiring  twenty-eight  days'  notice  in  the  case  of  a  re- 
spited appeal,  was  reasonable  as  to  time ;  but  in  the  pre- 
sent case  they  seek  to  impose  a  new  condition. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Patteson,  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  for  Erle,  J. 
— In  this  case,  the  appeal  had  been  entered  and  respited, 
and  all  the  notices  required  by  the  general  law  had 
been  given ;  but  a  notice  of  the  respite  of  the  appeal, 
required  by  the  practice  of  the  sessions  in  this  county, 
had  not  been  given,  and  on  that  ground  the  hearing 
of  the  appeal  was  refused.  From  Regina  v.  JNorfolk, 
I  collect,  that  the  power  of  making  rules  of  practice^ 
in  respect  of  hearing  an  appeal,  does  not  extend  to 
the  creation  of  a  condition  distinct  from  and  in  addi- 
tion to  the  steps  required  by  law,  and  to  authorise  the 
refusal  of  a  hearing,  if  such  condition  be  not  performed. 
The  notice  of  respite  now  in  question  appears  to  be  such 

(a)  4  B.  &  AM.  C26.  (6)  2  Q.  B.  R.  705. 
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a  condition.     It  follows  that  the  appeal  ought  to  have         1349, 
been  heard,  and  therefore  the  mle  must  be  absolute*         J^  ^" 

The  QvsBif 

V. 

T>   1      1      1    .  Th0  JuftioM  01 

Rule  absolttte.  Sumbt. 


The  Queen  o.  The  Justices  of  Glamorganshire.  May  5. 

In  Hilary  Term  last,  PaaihJUy  had  obtained  a  rule.  The  prorinoni 
calling  upon  the  justices  in  and  for  the  county  of  61a-  ^  12  Vict.  c. 
morgan,  to  shew  cause  why  a  writ  of  mandamus  should  ^*  *|[|^'*|2. 
not  issue  directed  to  them,  commanding  them  to  enter  eabie,  extend 
continuances  and  hear  an  appeal  of  the  oyerseers  of  the  againtt  orders 
pooi;  of  the  hamlet  of  Pyle,  in  the  parish  of  Pyle  and  ^Jalea^or' 
Kenfig,  in  the  said  county,  against  an  order  of  two  of  S**^*'!^?^ 
the  said  justices,  dated  the  6th  October,  1848,  adjud^g  Btat  8  &  9 
the  place  of  the  last  legal  settlement  of  Edwin  Bichards,     whero an'or- 
a  pauper  lunatic,  to  be  in  the  said  hamlet  of  Pyle,  and  J^fJhtebSi 
ordering  the  said  overseers  to  pay  to  the  overseers  of  the  a4i*dw»tod  the 

^  ,  .  .  .  ■ettlemcnt  of  a 

poor  of  the  parish  of  Cowbridge,  in  the  said  county,  and  pauper  lunatic 
to  the  proprietor  of  a  certain  licensed  house,  certain  made<mtiM*' 
cfums  of  money  in  respect  of  the  past  and  future  lodging,  JJJig'^^don  "^^ 
msuntenance,  medicine,  clothing,  and  care  of  the  said  E.  the  following 
Richards,  during  his  confinement  in  the  said  house.         cate'of  the 

The  order  in  question  was  made  the  6th  October,  ^py  ofTcertifi- 
1848,  adjudging  the  setdement  of  the  pauper  lunatic  to  <?^  ^  ^^S?" 
be  in  the  hamlet  of  Pyle,  and  directing  the  overseers  of  of  chargeabi- 
that  place  to  pay  the  costs  of  maintenance.  On  the  7th,  m^lt^f  the 
a  duplicate  of  the  order,  together  with  a  copy  of  the  ^i^J^te'i' 
certificate  of  chargeability,  notice  of  chargeability  and  settlement, 

were  eerfedon 
oneoftheorer- 
•een  of  P. ;  oa 
the  19th,  the  attomies  for  P.  applied  for  copies  of  the  depotitions  on  whioh  the  said  order 
was  made,  which  were  fiumished  on  the  25th  of  October :  at  the  January  sessions,  1849, 
the  appellant!,  not  having  given  any  notice  of  appeal,  applied  to  enter  and  respite  an  appeal 
against  the  said  order,  which  was  refosed,  on  the  ground  that  no  notice  of  appeal  had  been 
given  in  conformity  with  the  stat.  1 1  &  12  Vict.  c.  31,  s.  9  :— 
Htld^  that  the  sessions  were  right. 
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SHIRK. 


statement  of  particulars  of  the  lunatic's  settlement  were 
served  on  one  of  the  overseers  of  the  sud  hamlet,  and  a 
sum  was  then  demanded  for  costs  of  maintenance.  On 
GlaJokoanI  ^®  19th,  the  attomies  for  the  said  hamlet  applied  for 
copies  of  the  depositions  on  which  the  said  order  was 
made,  which  were  furnished  them  on  the  25th.  At  the 
January  sessions,  1849,  no  notice  of  appeal  having  been 
^ven,  the  appellants  applied  to  enter  and  respite  an  ap- 
peal against  the  said  order;  the  respondents  opposed 
the  application,  on  the  ground  that  no  notice  of  appeal 
had  been  given,  either  within  twenty-one  days  after  ser- 
vice of  the  order,  notice  of  chargeability,  and  particulars 
of  settlement,  or  within  fourteen  days  after  copies  of 
the  depositions  had  been  supplied,  in  conformity  with 
the  Stat.  11  &  12  Vict  c  31,  s.  9  (a).  It  was  also  con- 
tended by  the  respondents,  that,  inasmuch  as  the  or- 


(a)  The  preamble  of  the  stat. 
n  &  12  Vict.  c.  dl,  is  as  fol- 
lows :— "  Whereas,  the  com- 
munication now  by  law  re- 
quired to  be  made  by  the  over- 
seers or  guardians  of  any  parish 
seeking  to  enforce  an  order  for 
the  removal  of  a  poor  person,  to 
the  overseers  or  guardians  of 
the  parish  to  which  such  poor 
person  is  intended  to  be  re- 
moved, of  a  copy  of  the  ex- 
mination  upon  which  such  or- 
der has  been  made,  has  been 
found  to  produce  much  expen- 
sive and  useless  litigation  upon 
points  of  mere  form,  so  that  few 
cases  of  appeals  against  such 
orders  are  now  decided  upon 
the  merits ;  for  remedy  there- 
of,'* &c. 

Sect.  9  enacts, ''  That  no  ap- 
peal shall  be  allowed  against 
any  order  of  removal,  if  notice 
of  such  appeal  be  not  given,  as 


required  by  law,  within  the 
space  of  twenty-one  days  after 
the  notice  of  chargeability  and 
statement  of  the  grounds  of  re- 
moval shall  have  been  sent  by 
the  overseers  or  guardians  of 
the  removing  parish  to  the 
overseers  or  guardians  of  the 
parish  to  which  such  order 
shall  be  directed,  unless  within 
such  period  of  twenty-one  days 
a  copy  of  the  depositions  shall 
have  been  applied  for  as  afore- 
said by  the  last  mentioned 
overseers  or  guardians;  in  which 
case,  a  further  period  of  fourteen 
days  after  the  sending  of  such 
copy  shall  be  allowed  for  the 
giving  of  such  notice  of  appeal ; 
but,  in  such  case,  no  poor  per- 
son shall  be  removed,  und^r 
such  order  of  removal,  until 
the  expiration  of  such  further 
period  of  fourteen  days.' 


t» 
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der,  &C.,  were  served  ten  days  before  the  October  sea-        ]g49^ 
sions  (held  on  the  17th)^  the  appellants  ought  to  have  - 

been  prepared  to  try  their  appeal  at  the  January  ses*  v. 

sions.    The  counsel  for  the  appellants  admitted  that  no   glamoroan^' 
notice  of  appeal  had  been  given^  but  submitted,  that,  in        tmiRs. 
the  absence  of  such  notice,  it  was  in  the  discretion  of  the 
Court  whether  it  would  allow  the  appeal  to  be  entered 
and  respited  or  not.    The  sessions,  being  of  opinion  that 
notice  should  have  been  ^ven,  refused  the  apjdication. 

Archbold  shewed,  cause  (a). — The  question  submitted 
for  tiie  consideration  of  the  Court  is,  whether  the  time  for 
appealing  against  an  order  for  the  maintenance  of  a 
pauper  lunatic,  under  the  stat.  8  &  9  Vict,  c  126,  is  to 
be  regulated  by  the  11  &  12  Vict  c.  31?  By  sect.  62 
of  stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  126,  persons  appealing,  and  per- 
sons defending  an  appeal,  are  to  have  the  same  rights 
and  privileges,  and  be  subject  to  the  same  obligations  in 
all  respects,  as  in  the  case  of  an  appeal  against  a  warrant 
of  removal.  Then  the  stat  11  &  12  Vict  c  31,  by 
sect  9,  enacts,  that  no  appeal  shall  be  allowed  against 
any  order  of  removal,  unless  notice  be  given  within  a 
certain  specified  time  ;  and  the  appellants  in  the  present 
case  have  not  given  notice  conformable  to  that  statute. 
The  stat  8  &  9  Vict  c  126,  in  sect  62  gives  the  right 
of  appeal  in  very  general  terms;  and  the  proviso  at  the 
end  of  that  section  is  capable  of  having  a  prospective 
operation.  In  an  earlier  statute  with  regard  to  luna- 
tics, (9  Geo.  4,  c.  40,  s.  54),  appeals  are  directed  to  be 
heard  in  the  same  manner  as  appeals  against  orders  of 
removal  are  '^  now"  heard  and  determined.  The  Legis- 
lature has  there  limited  the  operation  of  the  statute  to 
the  state  of  things  which  existed  when  the  act  passed ; 
but  in  the  stat  8  &  9  Vict  c.  126,  there  are  no  such 

(a)  Before  Pa<^«AOfi,  fF»$rA/ffia/f ,  and  ErleyJi,    Lord  Denman^ 
C.  J.,  was  absent  on  account  of  illness. 

VOL.  III.  Q  Q  N.  S.  C. 
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restrictive  words.  In  Regina  t.  The  Justtees  qf  Mid- 
dleiex{a\  Mr.  Justice  Wightman  was  of  opinion,  that 
V  Ae  provisions  of  the  4  &  6  Will  4,  c  76,  s.  79,  as  far 
^amokoTn!'  as  the  same  were  applicable  to  pauper  lunatics,  ought 
•Kiu.  ^  i^e  incorporated  in  the  8  &  9  Vict  c  126.  There  is 
another  objection  to  the  granting  of  this  mandamus*  The 
right  of  appeal,  by  the  stats.  13  &  14  Car.  2,  c  12,  s. 
2,  and  3  W.  &  M.  c  1 1,  s.  9,  is  given  to  the  next 
practicable  sessions.  The  appellants,  therefore,  ought 
to  have  entered  their  appeal  at  the  October  sessions, 
though  it  was  not  imperative  on  them  to  do  so ;  but 
having  omitted  to  enter  at  those  sessions,  tiiej  should 
have  come  to  the  January  sessions,  not  to  enter  and 
respite  the  appeal,  but  prepared  to  try  on  the  merits : 
Bex  V.  The  Justices  of  the  West  Bidmg  {b),  and  Bex  v. 
7%^  Justices  of  Manmouliishire{c). 

Pashley  and  Benson,  in  support  of  the  rule. — In  the 
Stat  11  &  12  Vict  c  31,  no  reference  is  made  to  pro- 
ceedings with  respect  to  pauper  lunatics;  and  the  pre- 
amble of  that  statute  shews,  that  all  its  provisions  are 
to  be  construed  with  reference  to  the  removal  of  paupers 
from  one  parish  to  another.  The  mode  of  proceedii^, 
in  case  of  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  removal,  differs, 
in  a  great  many  respects,  from  what  takes  place  in  an 
appeal  against  an  order  of  maintenance,  under  the  8  & 
9  Vict  c  126.  The  words,  '^  order  of  removal,"  used 
in  the  stat  11  &  12  Vict  c  31,  eannot  be  made  appli- 
cable in  all  respects  to  lunatic  orders.  The  L^;ialature 
only  professes  to  apply  the  statute  to  a  particular  sub- 
ject, and  the  Court  cannot  extend  its  operation  by  impli- 
cation. In  Regina  v.  Stock  (<f),  the  question  was,  whe- 
ther there  was  a  right  of  appeal  against  an  act  done 

{a)  2  New  Sess.  Cas.  661.  {e)  3  Dowl.  366. 

\b)  4  M.  &  S.  327.  \d)  8  A.  &  £.  405. 
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under  one  statute,  by  reason  of  the  referenee  in  that        1849. 
statute  to  a  previons  one ;  and  the  Court  was  of  opinion    xhe  Qobkk 
that  an  appeal  could  not  be  given  by  implication,  al-  ^^  j^^'^       . 
though  it  was  obviously  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  Glamorgan. 
that  there  should  have  been  such  appeal     [Pattesorif  J«, 
referred  to  Begina  v.  Bre€on{a\  and  Regma  v.  Merio^ 
nethshire  (b).  ]     In  those  cases,  part  of  a  repealed  sta- 
tute was  re-enacted  in  a  later  statute,  so  as  to  form  part 
of  it.    As  to  the  second  objection,  the  case  of  Bex  v. 
2%e  Justices  of  Monmouthshire  (c)  is  overruled  by  iZe- 
gina  V.  The  Justices  of  London  {d),  and  Begina  v.  The 
Justices  of  Surrey  {e).     The  January  sessions  were  the 
next  practicable  sessions;  and  the  appellants  were  not 
called  upcm  to  incur  the  unnecessary  expense  of  entering 
and  respiting  their  appeal  at  the  October  sessions. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Pattsson,  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court — In  this  case  the  question  is,  whether  the  11, 
&  12  Vict.  c.  31,  a{^lies  to  appeals  against  orders  for  the 
maintenanoe  of  pauper  lunatics  ?  and  it  arises  upon  these 
fiMsts : — The  rules  of  procedure,  upon  appeals  against 
orders  of  removal,  had  been  established  by  many  sta- 
tutes and  decisions,  between  the  13  Car.  2  and  the  ft 
&  9  Vict.  c.  126,  and  finmed  a  well-known  body  of  law 
for  adjudicating  on  the  settlement  of  paupers,  and  some 
minor  matters  connected  therewith.  By  the  8  &  9  Vict, 
c  126,  provisions  were  made  for  abjudicating  on  the 
settlement  of  pauper  lunatics  and  ordering  maintenance^ 
and  an  appeal  was  created;  and  inasmuch  as  the  settle- 
ment and  some  minor  matters  connected  therewith  would 
be  for  adjudication,  the  procedure  on  appeals  against 

(a)  Ante,  p.  434.  {d)  2  New  Se».  Cas.  410. 

(ft)  6  ft.  B.  R.  343.  («)  Id.  155. 

\e)  3  Dowl.  306. 

QQ  2 
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1849.        orders  of  removal  was  adopted,  and  the  appellant  was 
The  QuEBK    to  i^peal  against  an  order  for  maintenance^  in  the  same 

The  Jiutioet  of  '"^^^^^^  ^  ^^  ^^^  Same  were  a  warrant  of  removal.  It 
Glamorgan-  <viras  not  the  adoption  of  one  statute  or  of  one  rule  of 
practice,  but  a  whole  form  of  procedure,  consisting  of 
various  stages,  from  the  origin  of  a  suit  to  the  execution 
of  the  judgment  therein*  It  was  obvious  that  the  pro- 
ceedings on  the  two  classes  of  appeals  could  not  be 
exactly  identical ;  but  the  purposes  of  both  classes  were 
so  analogous,  that  no  difficulty  was  foreseen  in  applying 
the  law  according  to  that  analogy.  Afterwards  it  was 
considered  by  the  Legislature,  that  several  defects  ex- 
isted in  this  procedure,  as  well  in  respect  of  examinar 
tions  as  otherwise,  and  the  statute  in  question  was 
passed  for  the  amendment  thereof ;  and  as  the  provi- 
sions relate,  in  terms  only,  to  the  procedure  on  appeak 
against  orders  of  removal,  it  has  been  contended,  that 
they  do  not  extend  to  appeals  against  orders  of  main- 
tenance in  the  case  of  lunatics ;  but  we  have  come  to  a 
contrary  conclusion. 

The  Legislature,  when  making  the  II  &  12  Vict.  c. 
31,  must  be  taken  to  have  been  aware  that  aj^)eals 
against  orders  for  maintenance  wore  required  by  law 
to  be  conducted  in  the  same  manner  as  appeals  against 
orders  of  removal.  Then,  that  law  remaining  unaltered,* 
and  the  procedure  upon  appeals  against  orders  of  re- 
moval being  amended,  it  seems  to  follow,  that  proceed- 
ings upon  appeals  against  orders  of  maintenance  should 
be  conducted  in  the  amended  manner.  Whether  the 
words  in  the  8  &  9  Vict,  a  126,  which  we  have  cited, 
and  on  which  the  argument  turns,  be  restrained  to  the 
law  as  it  existed  when  the  statute  passed,  or  be  held  to 
adapt  themselves  to  sueh  changes  as  may  from  time  to 
time  be  made,  it  is  admitted,  that,  in  neither  case,  can 
they  be  carried  out  in  literal  fulness.  No  one  contends 
that  the  procedure  on  appeals  against  orders  of  removal. 
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as  it  existed  when  the  statute  passed,  could  be  carried        1949, 
out  in  eyery  particular  in  regard  to  orders  for  the  main-      "   j    " 
tenance  of  lunatics.     This  consideration  seems  to  open  v. 

the  door  for  a  more  liberal  construction,  and  to  the  con-  Glam ohoait. 
aidering  the  enactment  merely  as  a  provision,  that  the  *biu. 
procedure  should  always  adapt  itself  to  that  which  pre- 
vails in  regard  to  appeals  against  orders  of  removal,  as 
that  may  be  &om  time  to  time  modified.  Convenience 
certainly  points  to  this.  To  whatever  extent  the  imper- 
fections, which  may  be  removed  as  to  the  one,  were  felt 
in  the  other,  they  will  be  removed ;  and  in  two  matters^ 
certainly  very  cognate  to  each  other,  imiformity  of  prac- 
tice will  prevail  We  are  furnished,  too,  with  a  very 
applicable  analogy,  suggested  from  the  bench  in  the 
alignment,  in  the  ordinary  case  of  a  common-law  action 
given  by  statute  to  a  party  grieved.  Whatever  changes 
subsequent  statutes  may  create  in  the  mode  of  proceed- 
ing in  that  mode  of  action,  no  one  can  doubt  but  that 
they  must  be  followed,  whenever  a  party  shall  subse- 
quently use  the  form  in  the  exercise  of  his  statutory 
remedy.  The  decisions  in  Regina  v.  The  Inhabitants  of 
Brecon  {a)j  and  Regina  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Merioneth-- 
shire  {b),  stand  upon  the  construction  of  the  statutes 
there  in  question,  and  have  no  analogy  to  the  present 
question.  The  rule  must  therefore  be  discharged,  with 
costs  to  the  justices. 

Rule  discharged  accordingly. 
(a)  Ante,  p.  434.  (b)  6  Q.  B.  R.  343. 
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1849. 

May  12.  The  QuEEN  V.  The  Inhabitants  of  Babmslbt. 

In  July,  1842,  Un  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  for  the 

AH  order  wm        .  «   ^-i 

made,  and  not  West  Biding,  dated  the  2nd  September,  1847,  for  the 
minat,  for  the  removal  of  Thomas  Watson,  Jane  his  wife,  and  James 
remoTal  of  T.  ^q\j.  gQ^,  gggj  thirty-three  years,  from  the  township  of 
and  son,  from  Bamsley,  in  the  said  West  Biding,  to  the  township  of 
order  was  sns-  Tamworth,  in  the  counties  of  Warwick  and  Stafford, 
I844*when\he  ^^  sessions  quashed  the  order,  sulgect  to  the  following 

panpers  were       case : — 
remoTfed  nnder 

it.  inSeptem-  The  pauper,  Thomas  Watson,  in  his  examination. 

Other  order  was  stated,  '^  I  wa9  married  at  Bamsley  old  church,  in  the 

made  for  tiie  "^^^est  Biding,  about  forty-eight  years   ago,  to  Jane 

same  paupers  Flint,  my  now  wife,  by  whom  I  have  six  children  living. 

from  B.  to  T.       .  ..      ^     .  •     .    :i 

It  appeared  AH  of  them  are  now  emancipated,  except  my  son 
minations^n*  Ja^^cs,  aged  thirty-three,  who  is  an  idiot,  and  resides 
which  the  last    -^Jth  me  and  my  said  wife,  and  forms  part  of  my 

made,  that  the     family.** 

SotT^«ed  There  were  four  grounds  of  appeal — 

thirty-three  First.— That  the  said  order  of  removal  is  bad,  defec- 

years,  living  ' 

with  his  pa-       tive,  and  insufficient  on  the  face  thereof. 

rents.    The  fa-  v  •       -  t  •  /•     ^ 

ther  stated,  at        Second  —  was  an  objection  to   the  caption  of  the 

the  trial  of  an      «^^^»   „♦;-,«« 

appeal  against    examinations. 

the  last  order,        Third.— That,  when  the  application  for  the  sdd  or- 

thatheandhis  -j  m 

wife  were  sent    der  was  made,  the  said  Thomas  Watson,  and  lus  said 

under  the  first         ._  ,  i_j         -jj*  •j^-i*        p 

order,  as  being  Wife  and  SOU,  had  resided  m  your  said  township  of 
^^^Srti  Bamsley  for  five  years  and  upwards,  next  before  the 
take  care  of       makini;  of  the  said  application,  within  the  true  intent 

their  son;  °  ^'^ 

that  he  had 

been  always  desirons  of  returning  to  B. ;  and  it  appeared,  that  his  homse  in  B.  was  relsin- 

ed  by  some  of  his  family  daring  his  absence  in  T. : — 

Held,  that  the  first  order  was  conclusive,  as  to  the  father  being  then  chargeable  to  B., 
and  that  a  removal  under  such  order  constituted  a  break  in  the  five  years'  re^ence  in  B., 
under  the  stat.  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66. 

Held,  also,  that  the  stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  126,  does  not  prevent  the  removal  of  pauper 
lunatics  fh>m  one  parish  to  another  under  all  circumstances.  That  the  statute  provides  for 
two  dasses  of  lunatics— those  who  are  fit  to  be  confined,  and  those  who  are  fit  to  be  at 
large ;  and.  as  there  was  nothing  to  shew  that  this  person  did  not  belong  to  the  latter  daas, 
that  the  idiot  son  was  properly  included  in  the  order. 
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and  meaniiig  of  the  statute  in  that  behalf;  and  that  the 
said  Thomas  Watson,  and  his  said  wife  and  son,  were 
irremovable  from  your  said  township  of  Bamslej,  when  i,j,ai,i1^iiu  of 
the  said  order  was  applied  for  and  made ;  and  that,     BAawtur. 
therefore,  the  said  order  of  removal  ought  not  to  have 
been  granted* 

Fourth. — That  the  said  order  is  wholly  ill^al  and 
void,  so  far  as  it  respeots  James,  the  son  of  the  said 
Thomas  Watson,  and  Jane  his  wife;  and  that  such  ille* 
galily  appears  by  the  said  examinations,  the  said  James 
being  therein  stated  and  shewn  to  be  a  lunatic ;  and 
that,  in  truth  and  in  £M3t,  the  said  James,  when  the 
said  order  was  applied  for  and  made,  was  a  lunatic  with- 
in the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  stat  Stic  9  Y^ct  c 
126,  bang  an  act  to  amend  the  laws  for  the  provision  and 
r^nlatioQ  of  lunatic  asylums,  and  for  the  maintenance 
and  care  of  pauper  lunatics  in  England;  and  that, 
therefore,  the  said  James  was  not  liable  to  be  removed 
by  any  «ich  order  of  removal  as  that  against  which  we 
now  appeal ;  and  that  the  said  order  ought  not  to  have 
been  granted,  and  ought  to  be  quashed 

It  was  admitted  on  the  trial  of  the  appeal,  that  the 
settlement  of  the  paupers  was  in  the  appellant  town* 
ship,  and  that  an  order,  under  the  hands  and  seak  of 
two  justices  of  the  West  Riding,  bearing  date  the  18th 
July,  1 842,  had  been  duly  made  for  the  removal  of  the 
said  paupers,  Thomas  Watson,  Jane  his  wife,  and  their 
said  son  James,  from  the  said  township  of  Bamsley  to 
the  said  township  of  Tamworth ;  and  that  the  execution 
of  the  same  was  suspended  by  reason  of  the  illness  of 
the  said  James  Watson,  on  the  sud  18th  July,  1842 ; 
and  it  was  also  admitted,  that  two  justices  of  the  West 
lUding,  by  an  order  dated  7th  August,  1844,  duly  or* 
deied  the  said  order  of  the  18th  July,  1842,  to  be 
forthwith  executed ;  and  that  diey  ordered  the  sum  of 
19/.  17s.  (which  they  found  had  been  neccsbarily  in-* 
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1849.        curred  by  the  said  township  of  Barasley  by  the  sus- 
The  QuEBK     pension  of  the  said  order^)  to  be  paid  by  the  said  town- 
Inhabitants  of   ^^P  ^^  Tamworth  to  the  sidd  township  of  Bamsley.     It 
Bakhslbt.     iffsa  also  admitted,  that  the  said  paupers,  named  in  the 
said  order  of  the  18th  July,  1842,  were  duly  removed 
by  one  of  the  overseers  of  Bamsley  to  the  said  township 
of  Tamworth,  under  the  said  order ;  and  that  they  were 
accepted  by  the  said  overseers  of  Tamworth,  under  die 
said  order,  as  thdr  settled  poor ;  and  that  the  said  over- 
seers of  Tamworth  thereupon  paid  the  said  sum  of 
19L  I7s.  for  the  said  expenses  incurred  under  the  said 
order,  and  by  reason  of  its  suspension,  to  the  said  over- 
seers of  Bamsley,  who  so  removed  the  said  paupers;  and 
that  the  said  order  of  removal  of  the  18th  July,  1842, 
has  never  been  appealed  against.    It  was  also  admitted, 
that  all  the  said  paupers  were,  upon  their  said  reoqytioQ 
by  the  said  overseers  of  the  township  of  Tamworth, 
placed  in  their  said  workhouse  at  Tamworth,  and  sup- 
ported there,  at  the  expense  of  the  said  township  of 
Tamworth,  for  four  days,  under  the  said  order ;  that  the 
overseers  of  Tamworth,  at  the  end  of  the  four  days, 
gave  a  sovereign  to  Thomas  Watson,  in  order  to  pay 
the  expenses  of  himself,  wife,  and  idiot  son,  on  their 
return  to  Bamsley,  and  promised  to  send  to  the  pauper, 
Thomas  Watson,  Zs.  Bd.  a  week  for  the  future  main- 
tenance of  his  said  son  James,  and  which  sud  weekly 
sum  has  been  so  sent  to  him  by  the  said  overseers  of 
Tamworth,  from  that  lime  up  to  November,  1846 ;  but 
that  the  overseers  of  Tamworth  had  never  sent  any 
money  to  the  said  Thomas  Watson  for  himself  or  his 
said  wife  since  the  date  of  the  sud  order,  except  as 
above  mentioned.    The  pauper,  Thomas  Watson,  who 
was  called  as  a  witness  on  the  trial  of  the  said  appeal, 
stated  as  follows : — '*  I  and  my  ¥rife  were  sent  with  my 
son,  because  the  justices  thought  we  were  the  properest 
persons;  I  meant  to  come  back  as.  soon  as  I  could  get ; 
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I  did  not  know  how  long  I  should  haye  staid  there ;        1649. 
unless  I  had  been  relieyed  I  should  have  come  back  the    xhe  Quebn 
best  way  I  could ;  I  should  have  been  able  to  get  back   iqi^i,-^^.  f 
as  soon  as  I  could/    It  was  also  admitted,  at  the  trial  of    BARNtLsv. 
the  said  appeal,  that,  during  the  paupers'  absence  from 
Bamslej,  and  during  their  residence  at  Tamworth,  un- 
der the  said  order  of  removal,  the  said  pauper,  Thomas 
Watson,  retained  his  house  at  Bamsley,  in  the  care  of 
two  of  his  children,  who  were  at  ihat  time  twenty-one 
years  of  age,  and  maintaining  themselves  and  living  in 
the  same  house  with  the  said  Thomas  Watson. 

The  appellants  objected,  under  the  third  ground  of 
appeal,  that  it  appeared  by  the  said  examinations,  that 
the  said  pauper,  James  Watson,  was  an  idiot  at  the 
time  when  the  said  examinations  were  taken,  and  that 
it  was  not  competent  to  remove  an  idiot  under  an  ordi- 
nary order  for  the  removal  of  the  poor.  The  appellants 
also  objected,  under  the  last  ground  of  appeal,  that  the 
said  paupers  were  irremovable  at  the  time  of  granting 
the  said  order  then  appealed  against,  by  reason  of  their 
haidng  resided  in  Bamsley  five  years  next  before  the 
application  for  the  said  order.  The  respondents  admit- 
ted tiiat  the  paupers  were  irremovable  from  Bamsley, 
by  reason  of  residence  there  for  more  than  five  years, 
unless  the  removal  to  Tamworth,  under  the  circum- 
stances above  stated,  constituted  a  break  in  such  resi- 
dence. The  sessions  held  the  objections  valid,  subject 
to  the  ojHnion  of  this  Court 

Kthis  Court  should  be  of  opimon  that  the  objection 
taken  under  the  third  ground  of  appeal  was  valid,  then 
the  order  of  sessions  to  be  confirmed,  otherwise  to  be 
quashed.  If  this  Court  should  be  of  opinion  tiiat  the  ob- 
jection taken  under  the  last  ground  of  appeal  is  valid, 
then  the  order  of  sessions  (so  far  as  regards  the  removal 
of  the  sud  James  Watson)  to  be  confirmed,  otherwise 
the  order  of  sessions  to  be  quashed. 
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1849.  Poihkjf  and  Boaihby,  in  support  of  the  order  of 

^ — "^ — '      sions. — ^In  tliis  case  two  questions  arise:  let  Whethef 
V.  an  idiot  can  be  remoyed,  by  an  order  of  removal^  firom 

'b^^^^y^'  one  pariah  to  another.  2nd.  Whether,  under  the  oirciim-* 
stancesy  a  previoua  order  of  remoyal  ocmstituted  a  break 
in  the  fiye  years'  reaidenee,  under  the  stat  9  &  10  Vict^ 
c.  66.  The  object  of  the  L^ialature  has  of  kte  been  to 
make  special  proyision  for  the  oare  and  maintenance  of 
pauper  lunatics.  The  proyiaions  of  the  stat  9  Greoi.  4, 
Ci  40>  haye  been  amended  by  the  stat  8  &  9  Vict 
c  126.  The  object  of  this  last  statute,  aa  collected 
from  the  yarious  enactments  in  sects.  2,  S,  46,  47,  and 
48,  is  to  OHnpel  all  counties  and  boroughs  to  provide 
aooommodation  fi»r  pauper  lunatics,  and  to  make  it 
compulsory  upon  all  persons  who  haye  the  management 
of  the  poor  to  proceed  under  that  statute  in  the  case  of 
insane  persons;  and  to  make  it  unlawful  to  proceed 
under  the  stat  13  &  14  Car.  2,  and  other  statutes  re- 
lating to  the  remoyal  of  the  poor.  The  stat.  4  &  5 
WilL  4,  e^  76,  s.  46,  makes  it  a  statutable  misdemeanor 
to  detain  any  dangerous  junattc,  insane  person,  or  idiot^ 
for  more  than  fourteen  days  in  any  workhouse;  whidh 
shews  how  jeakus  the  laws  are  of  confining  hinatics  in 
workhouses — a  jealousy  wUeh  opomtes  as  well  for  the 
benefit  of  the  unfortunate  persons  themselyes,  as  for  the 
protection  of  the  other  inmates  of  the  workhouse.  It 
was  held,  in  Bex  v.  W6o^t(a)t  that  there  must  be 
animus  morandi,  in  order  to  giye  the  justices  juris- 
diction under  the  stat  13  &  14  Car.  2;  and  an  kKot 
is  inc^)able  of  haying  any  such  intention.  ICokridfe^ 
J. — That  does  not  seem  to  mean  any  more  than  what 
is  inferred  from  the  fact  of  residence.]  Then,  as  ta 
the  residence  for  five  years  in  Borasley.  The  infer- 
ence to  be  collected  from  the  evidence  given  at  the 

(a)  dl  A.  &  E.  205. 
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trial  of  the  appeal  would  be^  that  the  father  was  only        ie49. 
chargeable  when  the  first  order  was  made,  by  veaaon  of    xbeOvm 
relief  iriTen  to  ihe  son,  and  that  the  father  and  mother    . .  .  f  • 
were  eent  to  Tamworth  as  the  most  proper  persons  to     Bakmslbt. 
talse  eare  of  Aeir  son.    In  saoh  oase,  the  son  migfat 
faa!?e  been  left  under  proper  care  at  Tamworth,  and  the 
ftther  wioiild  hare  had  the  power  to  return  to  Bamsley, 
without  being  guilty  of  vagrancy.     These  facts  distin- 
guish the  case  fhmi  the  prindple  laid  down  in  iie^«iir  v. 
Halifax  (a)  and  Regina  v.  Seend(b), 

{hiermdf  centri. — ThepaBents  and  eon  were  remored 
under  the  order  of  1M2,  whioh,  sot  being  appealed 
against,  is  oonofaisive,  »  well  as  to  the  settlement  as  to 
the  feoftsdiere  stated;  andif  those  fiMtsoaanot  be  dis* 
puted,  Ae  evidenoe  given  at  the  trial  ought  to  be  ex- 
punged, atnd  the  case  comes  within  the  principle  of 
Segma  T.  Hai^ias  and  Eegma  v.  Seend.  In  JRepmrn 
T.  Taeoimesidme  (c)  l^icve  was  no  order  of  remowL 

The^stat.  9  Greo.  4,  a  40,  by  sect.  38  enaUM  a  ym- 
tioe  to  make  ma  oeii&r  in  the  case  of  insane  persons,  **  if 
he  diall  #0  think  fit,"  treating  the  nutter,  not  as  oobih 
pnlsory,  bat  as  disoK«ition«ry.  'Dien  the  subsequent 
Stat  8  &  9  Vict  e.  IM,  dearly  contemphufces  two  cfaunes 
cf  hmatics:  bmstios  ehargeaide,  and  who  are  fit  to  be 
confined,  and  thoas  ehangeaUe  who  are  permitted  to  be 
at  lai^e.  In  sects.  48  and  49,  justices  are  required  to 
call  to  their  assistance  a  medical  man,  who  is  to  give  a 
ceitificate,  not  only  as  to  the  state  of  liie  person's  mind, 
bat  whether  he  is  fit  to  be  confined ;  and  the  certificate 
in  Schedule  E,  No.  1,  referred  to  in  those  sections,  is  in 
that  form.  The  justices,  therefore,  in  those  cases  have 
no  jurisdiction  to  make  any  order,  unless  they  are  satis- 

(a)  Ante,  p.  268.  (b)  Ante,  p.  27G. 

(c)  Ante,  p.  353. 
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1849.        fi^d  on  both  these  points.  Sects.  65  and  56  contemplate 
J.    ^  another  dass,  namely,  lunatics  chargeable,  but  who  are 

V.  fit  to  be  at  large,  ancf  are  properly  taken  care  o£    A 

BAKmLBY.  medical  man  is  required  to  certify  to  that  effect,  as  ap- 
pears from  the  form  of  the  certificate  given  in  Schedule 
F,  referred  to  in  sect.  55 :  and  there  is  nothing  to  shew 
that  the  pauper,  James  Watson,  is  not  one  of  this  lattsr 
class. 

[He  was  stopped  by  the  Court  on  both  points.] 

Patteson,  J.  (a). — ^With  respect  to  the  question^ 
whether  there  was  a  break  in  the  continuity  of  residence 
tar  five  years  in  Bamsley,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  this 
case  is  not  distinguishable  from  the  cases  of  JUffina  y. 
Halifax  and  Begina  v.  Seendy  and  must  therefore  be 
governed  by  them.  The.  order  was  made  in  1 842,  but 
not  executed  till  1844,  by  reason  of  the  illness  of  the 
son.  There  was  no  appeal  against  this  order;  and  it 
must  now  be  taken  as  an  admitted  &ct,  that  the  magis- 
trates who  made  the  order  were  satisfied  that  thefiftther 
was  chargeable;  and  to  say  that  they  sent  him  and 
his  wife,  because  they  were  the  most  proper  persons,  to 
take  care  of  their  son,  is  too  vague  to  be  relied  upon. 
There  being,  therefore,  nothing  to  invalidate  the  order 
of  1844,  against  which  there  was  no  appeal,  a  removal 
under  it  constitutes  a  break  in  the  continuity  of  the  re- 
sidence. 

.  The  question  then  arises,  whether  an  idiot  can,  under 
any  circumstances,  be  removed  fiom  one  parish  to  an* 
other;  and  this  depends  on  the  construction  to  be  put 
on  the  Stat.  8  &  9  Vict,  c  126.  The  enactments  of  that 
statute  clearly  refer  to  two  classes  of  lunatics :  the  one, 
pointed  out  by  sects.  48  and  49,  who  are  fit  to  be  put  in 

(a)  Lord  Denmany  C.  J.,  was  absent  from  illneas. 
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a  place  of  confinement;  the.  other,  bj  sects.  55  and  56, 
who  are,  under  proper  medical  superintendence,  per- 
mitted to  be  at  large;  and  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that 
the  pauper,  James  Watson,  does  not  belong  to  this  latter 
class.  It  is  said,  there  can  be  no  animus  morandi  in  the 
case  of  an  idiot,  and  Bex  y.  WoolpU  was  referred  to ; 
yet,  although  such  person  has  not  sufficient  intelligence 
to  conduct  the  ordinary  transactions  of  life,  still,  the  fact 
of  residence  in  a  place,  sufficiently  manifests  such  inten- 
tion, within  the  meaning  of  the  stat.  13  &  14  Car.  2. 
I  am  therefore  of  opnion,  that  the  sessions  were  wrong 
on  both  points. 
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The  QuBBN 

9. 

Inhabitants  of 

BARNtLBT. 


CioLERiDOB,  J.— I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion. 
The  case  finds  the  pauper,  James  Watson,  to  be  an  idiot, 
and  the  objection,  in  the  abstract  form,  has  been  raised, 
that  under  no  circumstances  can  an  idiot  pauper  be  re^ 
moTed  from  one  parish  to  another.  I  am  of  opinion 
that  such  a  proposition  cannot  be  supported.  The  en- 
actments of  the  8  &  9  Vict  c.  126,  and  the  form  of  the 
certificates  required  to  be  given  by  medical  men,  evi- 
dently contemplate  two  classes  of  lunatics:  the  one, 
induding  those  in  confinement,  and  who  cannot  be  re- 
moved under  an  order  of  removal;  the  other,  those  who 
are  permitted  to  be  at  large.  Before  a  magistrate  can 
proceed  under  sect.  48,  he  must  be  satisfied  on  two  points: 
that  the  person  is  of  unsound  mind,  and  that  he  is  a  fit 
person  to  be  confined.  I  am  glad  to  find  the  act  imposes 
this  restriction,  because  I  know  it  was  thought  by  many 
magistrates,  when  this  act  passed,  that  its  powers  were 
compulsory  upon  them,  and  that  poor  and  harmless 
lunatics  might  be  draped  from  their  friends,  and  com- 
pulsorily  sent  to  an  asylum.  It  does  not  appear  that 
this  person  was  a  lunatic  who  ought  to  be  placed  in  con- 
finement; and  therefore*  for  anything  that  appears,  he 
might  be  a  very  proper  person  to  be  at  large. 


J 
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1849.  On  the  other  pointy  I  am  of  opinion,  that»  under  the 

The  Qcuir  ci^cuDurtancesy  there  was  a  complete  break  in  the  resi- 
I  hab'taats  of  ^^"^  "*  Bamsley.  The  order  made  in  1842  finds  both 
Barnslbt.  fiither  and  son  to  be  chargeable;  and  that  order,  not 
being  appealed  against,  must,  unless  made  without 
jurisdiction,  be  treated  as  a  good  order,  and  oonduaiTe 
as  to  the  &cts  there  state!  Now,  a  removal  under  an 
order  has  been  held  to  break  the  continuitj  it  residence, 
under  the  stat.  9  &  10  Vict  &  66 ;  and  that  proporition 
is  not  disputed*  It  has  siao  been  held,  that  the  ques- 
tion is  not,  whether  a  pauper  intended  to  return,  but 
whether  he  had  the  power  to  do  so.  It  is  said  to  be  left 
in  doubt  bj  the  case,  whether  the  father  was  himself 
chargeable,  or  merelj  became  so  by  reason  of  leKef 
pven  to  the  son;  but  it  appears  to  me,  that  that  oannot 
make  any  difference  in  this  case,  because,  on  either  sup- 
position, the  father  would  be  legally  chargeable,  and  the 
effect  of  the  order  would  be  the  same. 

WiOHTMAN,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opnioD, 
for  the  reasons  already  given. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed. 


0 
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The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Ellesmebe.  ^^  <^. 

N  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  for  the  Where  it  ap. 
county  of  Salop^  dated  the  25th  January,  1847,  for  the  S!!^^  oVan 
remoTal  of  Sarah  Probert,  widow,  and  her  two  illegiti-  JJJJ^^^' 
mate  children,  from  the  parish  of  Ellesmere,  in  the  mination  had 
county  of  Salop,  to  the  township  of  Tryddyn,  in  the  the  complaint 
county  of  Flint,  the  sessions  quashed  the  order,  subject  Sig^^JriaTbel 
to  the  following  case  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court: —      *?"*  *^®  i'**" 

.       .  t  .  .1  tioes  who  were 

The  examinations  upon  which  the  said  order  was  named,  and  the 
made,  were,  so  far  as  the  same  are  material  to  the  pre-  ^as  aigned  by 
sent  case,  as  follows : —  S^to^V 

same  names  as 

Cotoity  of  Salop. — The  examination  of  Thomas  Probert,  now  caption,  bat 
resident  in  the  township  of  Tiydd^,  in  the  ooonty  of  Flint,  the  words  <'be- 
fanner,  taken  before  na.  Sir  John  Roger  Kynaston,  baronet,  and  *?".  ™  "  ^ 

Charles  Kynaston  Mainwaring,  Esq.,  two  of  her  Majesty's  jus-  omitted : 

tices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  county  of  Salop,  npon      Held,  that  it 
the  complaint  of  the  chnrchwardenB  and  oTeneers  of  the  parish  s^ffi^tily  ap. 
of  Ellesmere,  in  the  said  county  of  Salop,  tonching  the  place  of  ^^  ^  ^^ 
the  last  legal  settlement  of  Sarah  Probert,  widow  of  Hugh  Pro-  ministered  to 
bert,  miller,  deceased,  and  her  two  illegitimate  children,  this  26th  the  examinant. 
day  of  January,  1847.    The  said  examinant,  Thomas  Probert,  ^f  thc^iiSces^ 
upon  his  oath  aaith :  the  said  Hugh  Probert  was  my  younger  who  took  the 
brother,  and  was  bom  at  Penn  Street,  in  the  township  of  Tiyd-  Mammation. 
dyn,  in  the  said  county  of  Flint,  in  or  about  the  year  1820.    I  nation  set'ont  a 
know  of  my  own  knowledge,  that  my  said  brother  never  did  any  birth  settle- 
act  whereby  to  gain  a  settlement  in  his  own  right ;  he  noTer  was  °|^J°|V?^  ^^ 
an  apprentice  or  hired  servant,  or  rented  any  tenement  for  a  ^  ^^  ^  ^^^^ 
year  at  the  rent  of  10/.  by  the  year,  or  in  any  other  manner,  vatiTe  settle- 
Bor  did  any  act  whereby  to  gain  a  settlement.    My  father  and  "•***»  ^^"cl* 
mother,  Thomas  Probert  and  Elizabeth  his  wife,  are  both  dead.  faUoi^to'proye* 
My  &ther  died  at  Penn  Street,  in  the  township  of  Tryddyn  aforo-  at  the  trial  :— 
said,  in  the  month  of  June,  1830  or  1831.    My  fiither  did,  at  the  ^j,  jj?'^/  *^* 
time  of  his  decease,  and  had  for  the  twelve  successive  years  mentnotbeinc* 
preceding,  rented  from  a  Miss  Burgancy,  at  the  yearly  rent  traversed  by 
of  196/.  and  upwards,  a  form  caUed  Penn  Street,  consisting  of  a  l^*^^^^^^' 
dwelling-house  and  buildings  thereunto  belonging,  together  with  taken  to  be  ad» 
eighty  acres  of  land,  and  four  cottages  thereon,  the  whole  of  which  mitted. 
sud  dwelling-house,  buildings,  and  lands  is  situate  in  the  town- 
ship of  Tryddyn  aforesaid  (with  the  exception  of  the  four  cot- 
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1040  tages,  and&boatnxacTeaofl&ndy  which  is  situate  in  the  town- 

^     ^  '^       ship  of  Nerglns).   Dnring  all  the  aforesaid  twelve  years,  my  said 

The  Qua  KM     &ther  was  tenant  of  the  said  farm,  he  resided  in  the  dwelling- 

f -  house  thereon  sitnate,  in  the  said  township  of  Tryddyn,  and  paid 

ELLKSMKaa.     ^^®  ^°^  ^  ^^®  ^'^^  ^^^  Bargancy  for  the  said  dwelling-honae, 

buildings,  and  Unds,  which  is  situate  in  Tryddyn  aforesaid,  to  the 

amount  of  10/.  a  year  and  upwards.    I  have  lived  at  the  same 

farm  ever  since  my  father  died.    My  said  brother  died  at  Penn 

Stnet,  Tryddyn,  aforesaid,  in  the  year  1 844.  Sarah  Probert,  now 

here  present,  is  my  said  brother's  widow. 

Thomas  Probert. 
Taken  and  sworn  at  Ellesmere  aforesaid,  this  25th  day  of 

January,  1847. 

J.  R.  Kynaston. 

C.  K.  Mainwabixo. 

The  only  ground  of  appeal  which  is  material,  ia  the 
following : — 3rd.  That  the  said  examinations  whereon 
the  said  order  was  made,  are  severally  bad,  defective, 
and  insufficient,  and  wholly  fail  to  shew,  either  by  the 
caption  or  by  the  body  thereof,  or  otherwise  howsoever, 
that  the  said  examinations  were  severally  taken  upon 
or  after  any  such  complaint  to  the  said  justi^s,  by  the 
churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said 
parish  of  Ellesmere,  as  in  the  said  order  is  set  forth ; 
and  that  the  said  examinations  wholly  fail  and  omit  to 
shew,  either  by  the  caption  or  the  jurat  thereof,  or 
otherwise  howsoever,  that  the  same  were  in  due  form 
of  law  taken  by  and  before  two  justices  of  the  peace 
having  authority  by  law  so  to  take  the  same  and  admi- 
nister the  oath  on  which  the  same  were  taken.     Under 
this  ground  it  was  objected,  on  behalf  of  the  appellants, 
that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices  to  take  the  said  ex- 
aminations did  not  sufficiently  appear,  on  account  of 
the  omission  in  the  jurat  thereto,  of  the  words  **  before 
us."    The  sessions  held  this  objection  valid,  and  quashed 
the  order,  but  proceeded  to  hear  the  appeal  on  its 
merits.     The  respondents  proposed  to  rest  their  case 
solely  on  the  birth-settlement  of  Hugh  Probert,  the 
late  husband  of  the  pauper,  Sarah  Probert,  in  the  said 
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township  of  Tryddyn,  disclosed  in  the  above  ezamina* 
lion  of  Thomas  Probert,  and  which,  it  is  admitted,  was 
not  denied  by  any  of  the  grounds  of  appeal.  The  court 
of  quarter  sessions  held,  that  they  could  not  do  8o>  in- 
asmuch as  the  sidd  examination  of  Thomas  Probert 
went  on  to  disclose  a  settlement  guned  by  the  father 
of  the  pauper's  late  husband^  in  the  same  township,  by 
renting  a  tenement,  which  was  denied  by  one  of  the 
grounds  of  appeal  The  respondents  declined  to  enter 
on  this  head  of  settlement,  which  they  abandoned  alto- 
gether. 

If  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  should  be  of  opinion 
that  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  were  wrong  on  both 
points,  the  order  of  sessions  is  to  be  quashed,  and  the 
order  of  removal  confirmed;  otherwise,  the  order  of 
sessions  to  be  confirmed 

FhflKmare,  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions  (a). — 
The  examinations  are  defective,  because  it  does  not  ap- 
pear by  the  jurat  that  the  oath  was  administered  to  the 
examinant  in  the  presence  of  the  magistrates  who  heard 
the  complaint.  The  words  ^*  before  us  "  are  omitted ; 
and,  for  any  thing  that  appears,  she  may  have  been 
sworn  in  another  room,  before  other  persons,  and  then 
have  come  in  and  given  her  evidence  before  the  justices 
who  took  the  examination.  In  Begtna  v.  Shipstan-^pan" 
Stour  {b\  examinations  were  held  bad  because  they  did 
not  appear  to  have  been  taken  before  persons  having 
power  to  administer  an  oath.  The  omission  of  the 
words  ^^  before  me,"  in  an  affidavit,  has  been  held  to  be 
a  &tal  defect,  and  not  a  mere  irregularity ;  Regina  v. 
Bloxham  (c),  and  Regina  v.  Norbury  {d). 


1849. 

The  QuREK 

r. 
Inhabitant!  of 
Ellbsmem. 


(a)  Before  PaUegoUy  Wight- 
man^  and  Erle^  Js.  Lord  Dm- 
moMf  C.  J.,  was  absent  on  ac- 
count of  illness. 


(b)  1  New  Sess.  Cas.  230, 
and  6  Q.  B.  R.  119. 

(e)  1  New  Sess.  Cas.  370, 
and  6  Q.  B.  R.  628. 

(d)  2  New  Sess.  Cas.  344. 


VOL.  in. 


RB 


N.  8.  O. 
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1849.  ^^  ^^  other  point,  the  examioationB  det  up  a  de- 

-T    -  rivative  settlement^  which  at  the  trial  the  respondents 

«.  fiuled  to  prove ;  and  they  cannot  afterwards  rely  upon 

Sllbsm KftB.    ^  birth  settlement^  stated  in  the  examinations  more  in 

the  way  of  narrative  than  as  a  settlement  on  which  they 

intended  to  rely. 

Cope^  contr^ — In  Regina  v.  Bloxham  and  Regina  v. 
Norburyy  the  objections  were  taken  to  the  jurat  of  an  affi- 
davit,  in  which  case  it  would  be  necessary  that  it  should 
appear  that  the  examinant  was  sworn  before  a  person  who 
had  power  to  administer  an  oath.  In  this  case,  the  exa- 
mination would  be  good  without  a  jurat.  The  caption 
shews,  that  the  examination  of  Sarah  Probert  was  taken 
before  the  same  two  justices,  upon  the  complaint  of  the 
churchwardens  and  overseers  of  EUesmere,  touching  the 
settlement  of  Sarah  Probert.  On  the  other  point,  the 
ease  of  Regina  v.  Latehfcrd  (a\  shews  that  the  respond- 
ents are  not  precluded  firom  relying  on  the  birth  settle- 
ment, although  they  have  also  set  up  a  derivative  set- 
tlement; and,  according  to  the  cases  oi  Regina  v.  Wkit- 
wick  (b),  and  Regina  v.  St.  John  Margate  (c),  the  birth 
settlement  not  being  traversed,  must  be  taken  to  be 

admitted. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

Patteson,  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court — In  this  case,  the  examinations  appear  to  have 
been  taken  on  the  complaint  of  the  churchwardens  and 
overseers  of  the  respondent  parish,  but  the  jurat  to  tlie 
examination  is  **  taken  and  sworn  at  EUesmere  afore- 
said, the  25th  day  of  January,  1847  ;*'  and  the  argu- 
ment was,  that,  consistently  with  the  form  of  the  jurat, 
the  examination  may  have  been  taken  on  an  oath  ad- 
ministered by  some  other  person  than  the  justices.  We 
think  such  a  forced  construction  ought  not  to  be  made. 

(a)  1  New   Seas.  Cas.  387,        {h)  1  New  Sesa.  Gas.  22. 
and  6  C^.  B.  R.  567.  {e)  1  Q.  B.  R.  262. 
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In  Reffina  v.  Shipston-upan-Stour,  which  was  relied 
upon,  it  did  not  appear  that  the  persons  before  whom 
the  ezaminant  had  been  sworn  were  justices. 

The  other  objection  was»  that  the  respondents,  having 
.failed  to  prove  the  derivative  settlement^  could  not  fall 
back  upon  the  birth  settlement,  which  appeared  by  way 
of  narrative  only.  Reference  was  made  to  Regina  v. 
Latekford^  where  the  same  thing  was  done,  and  the 
Court  held  it  to  be  rightly  done ;  and  we  cannot  dis* 
tinguish  the  two  cases,  and  therefore  the  order  of  ses- 
sions must  be  quashed. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed. 
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The  QvBBN 
«. 

Inkibiuuti  of 

E.LBBMSmS. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Baptist  Missionary  Society.  June  9. 

1  HIS  was  an  appeal  against  a  rate  or  assessment,  made  The  Baptist 

.  ^  J         i»  xL  •    •  I*  ^  Misiioiiary  So- 

pursuant  to  an  order  of  the  commissioners  of  sewers  of  ciety  was  as- 
the  city  of  London  and  liberties  thereof,  bearing  date  !^^f^*in^. 
the  1st  April,  1845,  and  made  in  pursuance  of  the  se-  spect  of  certain 

1  .     «  1      •  •         1  buildings,  oom- 

veral  statutes  now  m  force  authonsmg  the  same.  prisini^  various 

The  premises  assessed  are  a  large  house  in  which  the  cupl^  for  thT 

porpose  of  con- 
ducting the  af- 
fairs of  the  in-  ' 
itilation.  The  Society  waa  estaUkhed  for  the  piurpoie  d  sending  out  and  supporting  mis- 
•iooariei  to  convert  t^e  heathen,  and  is  supported  entirely  by  Toluntary  contributions,  ex- 
eept  a  suoi  of  20,000/.,  the  interest  ef  which  is  devoted  to  the  support  of  widows  and  or- 
phans of  missionaries  dying  abroad,  and  no  member  derives  any  private  advantage  from 
the  Society.  A  secretary,  and  sevend  clerks,  are  employed  by  the  Society,  some  of  whom 
live  in  a  small  house  Immediately  a^joinhig  the  building.  Reports,  and  other  periodical 
works  of  the  society,  are  printed  for  the  use  <A  the  members,  and  sold  when  applied  for, 
and  the  proeeeds  earried  to  the  credit  of  the  Society,  but  do  not  oover  tiie  original  cost. 
Two  other  Societies,  supported  in  the  same  way,  and  deriving  no  private  benefit  from  the 
oocmpation  of  these  premises,  occupy  seme  part  of  this  build&g,  for  the  purpose  of  hold- 
ing their  meetings,  &o.,  for  which  they  pay  a  certain  sum  to  this  Society,  which  is  ex- 
pended in  lighting  and  deaning  the  said  building : — 

BM,  that  there  was  a  beneficial  oceupatMm»  and  that  the  Society  were  rateable  to  the 
relief  of  the  poor. 

Heldt  also,  that  the  occupation  of  premises  by  persons,  merely  for  the  purpose  of  in- 
fusing religious  instruction,  would  not,  .on  that  account,  be  tf  empt  from  rateaoility  to  the 
relief  of  the  poor  in  respect  of  them. 

rr2 
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business  of  the  Baptist  Missionary  Society  is  transacted, 
and  the  whole  of  the  building  was  erected  at  a  cost  of 
9.  4OOO/.9  besides  the  purchase  of  the  freehold,  partly  by 

MisBioNAftT   the  sale  of  stock  of  the  Society,  sold  out  of  the  funds, 
SocisTT.      ^^^  partly  by  money  contributed  by  members  of  the 
Baptist  Missionary  and  other  societies  connected  with 
the  Baptist  body.     The  whole  is  the  properly  of  the 
Society,  but  other  religious  institutions  connected  with 
the  Baptist  body,  in  consequence  of  the  contributions 
of  their  friends,  make  use  of  the  premises  for  the  pur- 
poses of  their  respective  societies,  so  far  as  the  conveni- 
ence of  the  Baptist  Missionary  Society  allows. 
*     The  Baptist  Missionary  Society  has  been  established 
about  fifty  years ;  its  objects  are  the  sending  out  and 
supporting  missionaries  for  the  purposes  of  the  conver- 
sion of  the  heathen  in  various  parts  of  the  world.    The 
Society  is  entirely  supported  by  voluntary  contributions, 
except  a  fund  of  20,000^,  the  interest  of  which  they 
devote  to  the  widows  and  orphans  of  the  missionaries 
dying  abroad,  and  two  funds  remitted  from  Calcutta,  to 
be  applied  to  preaching  abroad.     The  whole  of  its  in- 
come, amounting  last  year  to  25,000/1,  with  this  excep- 
tion is  devoted  to  the  purposes  above  mentioned,  and 
no  member  derives  any  private  advantage  whatever 
from  his  connexion  with  the  Society.     The  building 
.  comprises  various  apartments:  a  board-room,  where  the 
board  of  management  and  the  subscribers  are  accus- 
tomed to  meet ;  a  secretary's  room ;  a  library,  or  room 
for  annual  meetings  of  members;  committee-room,  and 
various  salaried  clerks  offices.    The  Sodety  employs  a 
secretary,  an  accountant,  three  derks,  and  a  porter; 
prints  a  report  and  other  periodicals ;  and  sells  them,  if 
applied  for,  occasionally  on   the  premises;   and  has, 
amongst  its  regulations,  a  rule  for  investing  the  suiplus 
funds,  if  any. 

The  whole  of  the  house  is  required  for  the  business  of 
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the  misMon^  though  there  are  times  when  it  may  be,  and 
is,  used  by  other  societies,  without  interfering  with  the 
Society  in  question. 

The  derks  attend  daily  during  a  portion  of  the  day, 
and  lieave  the  premises  in  the  evening,  which  are  locked 
up  by  servants  of  the  Society,  who  live  in  a  small  house 
in  the  rear  of  the  main  building,  situate  on  the  same 
plot  of  ground,  but  wholly  detached  from  the  main 
building,  and  having  a  separate  entrance,  but  the 
whole  within  one  fence,  and  forming  part  of  one 
establishment;  the  small  house  contains  four  rooms, 
furnished  by  the  occupants,  viz.,  a  kitchen,  a  sitting-- 
room, and  a  bed-room  occupied  by  the  porter,  rent- 
free,  as  connected  with  their  service,  and  which  is  con- 
sidered as  part  of  his  remuneration,  and  a  room  used 
by  the  Society  as  a  store-room.  No  one  sleeps  in  the 
main  building.  Eleven  other  societies,  connected  with 
the  Baptist  denomination,  some  of  which  contributed  to 
the  building  of  the  house,  (amongst  others  the  Baptist 
Irish  Society),  occasionally,  and  two  of  them  about 
three  days  in  a  week,  use  some  part  of  the  building  for 
the  purpose  of  holding  their  meetings,  and  keeping  their 
books ;  but  these  societies  are  all  purely  charitable,  and 
no  member  of  them  has  any  private  benefit  from  the 
occupation  of  any  part  of  the  premises ;  but  the  Baptist 
Irish  Society  carry  on  their  business  on  these  and  no 
other  premises ;  they  have  a  different  organization,  dis- 
tinct offices  and  committees,  and  pay  a  proportion  of 
lighting,  firing,  and  cleansing  one-twelflh,  23/.  per  an- 
num: the  other  eleven-twelfths  are  divided  amongst  the 
rest  of  the  societies  using  the  premises. 

In  one  of  the  rooms  are  deposited  3000  or  4000  vo- 
lumes of  books,  consisting  of  history,  philosophy,  and 
works  on  the  Hindoo  religion,  no  profit  being  made  by 
any  one  from  the  use  of  them. 

The  sum  of  money  paid  to  the  Society  by  each  of  the 
other  societies  thus  accommodated,  for  gas,  fire,  clean- 


1849. 

The  QuMN 
The  Baptist 

Ml89IONABT 

.SOCIBTT. 


568  NEW  SESSIONS  CASES, 

1849.  ing,  and  attendftnce,  is  equal  to  the  expense  inourred 
The  QuBBN  ^7  ^^^  Society  on  behalf  of  each,  but  not  more.  It  ap- 
^  J*  pearsy  also,  that  the  reports,  and  other  periodical  works 

The  Baptist  * 

MissioNART  of  the  Society,  which  are  printed  for  the  use  of  the  mem- 
bers, are  sold,  when  applied  for,  the  proceeds  of  whidi 
sale  are  carried  to  the  credit  of  the  Sodety ,  but  do  not 
cover  the  original  cost 

For  the  appellants  it  was  contended^  that  there  was 
in  this  case  no  beneficial  occupation  of  the  premises, 
therefore  no  liability  to  the  poor-rate;  and  that,  as 
under  the  11  Qeo.  3,  c  29,  s.  41,  the  rate  in  question 
is  directed  to  be  made  upon  all  and  CTcry  person  and 
persons  who  do  or  shall  inhabit,  hold,  occupy,  possess, 
t>r  enjoy  any  land,  house,  shop,  warehouse,  cellar,  vaults 
or  other  tenement  or  hereditament  within  the  said  se- 
veral wards,  and  who,  by  the  laws  now  in  being,  are  or 
shall  be  liable  to  be  rated  towards  the  relief  of  the 
poor  in  the  respective  parishes  where  he,  she,  or  they 
shall  respectively  live  or  reside,  the  Baptist  Missionary 
Society  was  not  liable  to  the  present  rate;  and  it  was 
contended,  that  the  rate  could  not  be  supported  under 
the  MetropoIiB  Paving  Act,  57  Geo.  3,  o.  29,  s.  24, 
because  the  preamble,  and  various  provisions  of  the  4 
Greo.  4,  c.  1 14,  contained  a  l^islative  declaration,  that 
the  powers  ^ven  to  the  commisrionera  for  paving,  Ac 
the  city  of  London,  by  11  Qeo.  3,  &  29,  s.  41,  so  fiur 
as  regards  the  making  of  the  rates,  were  neither  en- 
larged nor  affected  by  67  Geo.  3,  c  29,  &  24.  The 
Court  was  of  opinion,  that,  without  any  benefidal  oc- 
cupation of  the  premises,  the  rate  might  be  supported 
under  the  57  Geo.  3,  c  29,  under  which  act,  as  well  as 
under  1 1  Geo.  3,  c.  29,  it  purported  to  be  made*  The 
Court  was  also  of  opinion,  that  there  was^  by  means  of 
the  occupation  of  the  smaller  house,  and  by  the  suma 
received  by  the  Baptist  Missionary  Society  firom  the 
other  societies,  for  gas,  fire,  and  attendance,  a  beneficial 
occupation  to  some  extent,  and  that,  under  the  words 
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of  11  Oeo.  3,  0.  29,  s.  41,  a  beneficial  ocoupation  to  any        1^9, 
extent  would  render  the  whole  premiseB  liable  to  the    J^   ^ 

*^  The  QuBKN 

rate.     The  Court, therefor^  confirmed  the  rate^  subject'         v. 

to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench.    If  this    Missionary 

Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  commissioners  can      Socmty. 

only  rate  premises  out  of  which  there  is  a  beneficial 

occupation,  and  that  there  is  no  beneficial  occupation 

whatever  of  the  premises  in  question,  the  rate,  and  the 

order  of  sessions  confirming  it,  are  to  be  quashed.     If 

this  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  there  is»  to  some 

extent^  a  beneficial  occupation  of  the  premises,  and  that, 

by  means  of  the  provision  in  1 1  Geo.  3,  c  29,  s.  41,  the 

premises  are  liable  to  be  rated  only  to  the  extent  of 

such  beneficial  occupation,  then  the  rate  is  to  be  reduced 

to  100/1,  which  the  sessions  found  to  be  the  value  of 

that  beneficial  occupation.     In  any  other  case,  the  order 

of  sessions  and  the  rate  are  to  stand  confirmed. 

The  AUomey-General  (Sir  J.  Jervis)  and  ClarksaUy 
in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions  (a). — The  principal 
question  here  raised  is,  whether,  under  the  circumstances 
stated,  there  is  any  benefi<nal  occupation  of  these  pre- 
mises. The  appellants  are  in  the  ocoupation  oF  pre- 
mises built,  it  must  now  be  taken,  on  land  that  would 
otherwise  be  liable  to  the  poor*rate.  They  receive  con- 
tributions from  other  sodeties.  They  have  a  warehouse, 
and  print  and  dispose  of  periodical  works ;  but  it  is  said, 
the  works  are  sold  so  as  not  to  return  any  profit  to  the 
members.  The  appellants  are  beneficial  occupiers  in 
the  sense  in  which  those  words  are  used  with  reference 
to  the  subject  of  rating.  Beneficial  occupation  does  not 
necessarily  mean  that  the  appellants  should  realise  any 
profit  to  themselves  after  paying  the  expenses  of  main- 
taining the  society.     The  &ct8  of  the  case  closely  re- 

(a)  Before  Lord  Denman^  C.  J.,  PaUemm,  GoleHdffe^  and  Brle^  Js. 
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semble  those  in  Regina  y.  Sterry  {a\  where  the  objects 
of  the  iiiBtitutioii  were  purely  charitable,  and  no  profits 
V.  were  received  by  any  of  the  members.     In  that  case, 

Mii»8ioNAftT  ^^b  ch^ld  contributed  a  certain  sum,  which  was  inade- 
SociSTT.  quate  to  the  madntenance  and  education  of  such  child, 
and  the  remainder  was  defrayed  out  of  the  contributions 
made  to  the  institution.  In  the  present  case^  the  ap- 
pellants receive  contributions  from  other  societiesi,  and 
the  occupation,  though  not  actually  producing  profit, 
still  is  beneficial,  as  being  in  aid  of  a  charitable  pur- 
pose. In  Regina  v.  Wihon  (b\  there  was  held  to  be  no 
beneficial  occupation ;  but  the  circumstances  of  that  case 
distinguish  it  from  Regina  v.  Sterry, 

Ball  and  Prendergast,  contr&. — This  Society  is  sup- 
ported by  voluntary  contributions;  the  objects  of  the 
Society  are  purely  charitable,  and  none  of  the  members 
derive  any  pecuniary  benefit  from  it  In  Regina  v. 
The  Trustees  of  the  Taunton  Market  (c).  Lord  Dennum, 
C  J.,  in  giving  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  says,  '^  To 
make  rateability,  there  must  be  an  occupation  beneficial 
in  its  nature — that  is,  of  a  subject-matter  producing  a 
valuable  return,  although  not  necessarily  profitable  in 
any  given  year  on  a  balance-sheet  of  profit  and  loss." 
Applying  the  principle  of  rating  there  given  to  the  pre- 
sent  case,  there  is  not  an  occupation  beneficial  in  its 
nature.  The  appellants  do  not  at  any  time  receive  any 
profit,  and  the  objects  of  the  institution  are  purely 
charitable.  In  Rex  v.  WiaMo  (d),  the  occupier  of  a 
house,  who  made  no  profit  of  it,  but  devoted  it  to  the 
education  and  maintenance  of  ten  poor  girls,  was  held 
not  liable  to  the  poor-rate.  In  Regina  v.  Shepherd  {e\ 
the  Court  held,  that  the  governor  of  the  House  of  Cor- 

(a)  12  A.  &  E.  84.  and  6  Q,.  B.  R.  787. 

(b)  Id.  94.  {d)  Cald.  358. 

(c)  1   New  SeBs.  Caa.  643 ;        ((f)  1  Q.  B.  R.  170. 
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i^ection  at  Wakefield  was  not  rateable  for  his  bouse  and        1849. 
garden.     He  may  there  be  said  to  have  derived  some    The  Queen 
benefit  from  such  occupation ;  but  it  was  said^  that  no-    ^^  baptist 
thing  more  was  provided  than  what  was  necessary  for   Missionary 
his  convenient  occupation.     In  Regina  v.  Shee  {a\  the 
president  of  the  Boyal  Academy  was  held  not  rateable 
for  the  exhibition-rooms,  although  a  considerable  sum 
was  annually  received  for  admission.      In  Regina  v. 
Wilson  (b)f  the  London  Missionary  Society,  founded 
entirely  for  religious  and  charitable  purposes,  and  wholly 
supported  by  voluntary  and  charitable  contributions, 
held  premises  similar  to  what  the  appellants  do  in  the 
present  case,  and  the  Court  was  of  opinion  that  there 
was  no  beneficial  occupation  (c). 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court — In  this  case,  the  question  was,  whether  the 
appellants  had  such  a  beneficial  occupation  of  the  pre- 
mises in  respect  of  which  they  were  rated,  as  would 
make  them  liable  for  the  poor-rate;  and,  upon  con- 
sideration, we  are  of  opinion  that  they  have.  It  is  cer- 
tain that  they  are  the  occupiers  of  a  subject-matter, 
which,  in  the  hands  of  an  ordinary  occupier,  or  even  of 
a  lessee  of  these  appellants,  would  make  them  subject  to 
assessment ;  and  it  is  not  less  certain,  that,  if,  in  the  lat- 
ter case,  the  whole  rent  paid  by  the  lessees  was  devoted 
by  them,  the  owners,  to  religious  or  charitable  pur- 
poses, the  same  consequences  would  follow.    But  it  is 

« 

(a)  4  Q.  B.  R.  2.  rate   might  stUl  be  support- 
ed) 12  A.  &  E.  94.  ed,  under  the  67  Geo.  3,  c.  29 ; 
(c)  It  was  argued, that, should  but  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
the  Court  be  of  opinion  that  renders  any  argument  on  that 
there  was  no  beneficial  occu-  point  unnecessary, 
pat  ion  of  .these  premises,  the 
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said,  their  occupation  in  fiict  is  one  exclusively  for  such 
purposes,  and  as  no  member  of  the  body  reoeiyes  any 
V.  pecuniary  benefit  whatever  from  it,  it  is  not  beneficial 

MisKioNART  i°  ^^^  sense  which  the  dedsions  onrateability  under  the 
SociBTT.  poor-law  requires;  and  several  cases  were  relied  upon 
for  this  proposition,  be^nning  with  Bex  v.  Waldo  (a). 
In  Regina  v.  Wikon{b)y  and  Regma  v.  8terry{e\  we 
had  occasion  to  express  our  r^ret  at  the  necessity  of 
deciding  upon  nice  points  of  difference,  which  had  fol- 
lowed in  consequence  of  departing  from  the  simple  test 
which  the  mere  occupation  of  the  subjects-matter,  avail- 
able and  beneficial  in  itself,  would  have  afforded.  We 
feel  the  same  regret  now ;  but,  at  the  same  time,  we 
have  no  doubt  that  there  are  drcumstances  here  which 
distinguish  this  case  from  the  two  first  cited  and  thoee 
which  range  under  them,  and  bring  it  within  the  prin- 
ciple of  Regina  v.  Sterry. 

The  case  finds,  that  other  societies  occupy  portions  of 
the  pi*emise8  from  time  to  time,  and  that  such  occupa- 
tion or  use  b  not  afforded  to  them  gratuitously,  but  that, 
in  return  for  it,  they,  by  contributions  among  them- 
selves, in  certain  proportions,  pay  for  the  lighting,  firings 
and  cleansing  of  the  prenuses*  It  is  stated,  indeed,  that 
their  payment  is  no  more  than  is  expended  on  these 
objects — that  is,  that  tiie  appellants  make  no  profit  by 
it ;  but  there  is  nothing  more  clear  than  that  that  cir- 
cumstance is  immateriaL  If  there  be  substantially  a 
rent,  or  return  of  a  beneficial  nature,  for  the  use  of  the 
premises,  it  is  enough;  nor  is  it  material  that  these 
societies  are  of  themselves  of  a  religious  and  charitable 
character.  If  such  bodies  occupy  premises  as  lesseea 
rendering  rent,  they  are  clearly  liable  for  such  occupa- 
tion. In  addition  to  this,  the  appellants  are  siud  to  have 


(a)  Cald.  358.  {h)  12  A.  &  E.  94. 

(c)  12  A.  &  £.  U. 
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printed  a  report  and  other  periodical  works,  which  are 
stored  on  the  premises,  and  sold  there.  These,  again,  it 
is  sidd,  are  sold  under  cost  price,  and  the  proceeds  de- 
voted to  the  general  purposes  of  the  Society.  The 
same  remark,  however,  applies  as  before.  The  price, 
whatever  its  amount,  is  in  reduction  of  the  outgoings  of 
the  Society,  and  is  in  its  nature  a  valuable  return.  The 
appellants,  therefore,  to  this  extent,  are  carrying  ,on  a 
trade  on  the  premises ;  and,  that  they  devote  the  return 
to  charitable  purposes  is  immateriaL 

As  the  counsel  for  the  appellants  relied  principally  on 
the  decision  in  Regina  v.  Wilson^  we  have,  in  deciding 
against  him,  pointed  out  the  facts  distinguishing  that 
case  from  the  present ;  but  we  think  it  right  to  add, 
that  we  find  no  authority  or  principle  for  holding,  that  a 
number  of  individuals  occupying  premises  merely  for 
the  purpose  of  inAising  reli^ous  instruction,  would  be, 
on  that  account,  exempt  from  rateability  in  respect  of 
them,  for  the  relief  of  the  poor.  It  is  not  necessary, 
therefore,  to  consider  the  point  on  the  effect  of  the  stat. 
57  Oea  3,  c  29;  nor  is  there  any  ground  for  distin- 
guishing between  the  occupation  of  a  whole  or  any  part 
of  the  premises.  The  order  of  sessions  is,  therefore, 
confirmed. 

Order  of  sessions  confirmed. 
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Court  of  <!|tteen'0  ISenci). 


TRINITY  TERM,  1849. 


June  4.  Smith  v.  The  Queen,  {In  Error). 

The  jarisdic     JljRROR  froiD  the  {{[eneral  quarter  seanons  of  the  peace 

tion  of  a  re-  o  ^  r 

Gorder  of  a  bo-  for  the  borough  of  Manchester,  holden  at  Manchester, 

rough  it  not  .       ., 

determined  or     April,  1848. 

^^lurf^  oir  "^^  record  stated,  that,  at  the  general  quarter  sesnons 

the  judges  of  of  the  peacc  for  the  borough  of  Manchester,  in  the  county 

samecoontj;  of  Lancaster,  on  the  3rd  of  April,  1848,  John  Smith 

pUet  4(»u/to  (^®  plaintiiF  in  error)  was  indicted  for  breaking  and 

tion  ofoowitT  ^^^"^^8  ^  dwelling-house  and  stealing  therefrom,  and 

josticei  of  the  for  having  been  previously  convicted;  and  that  he  was, 

fore,  general  on  the  6th  of  April,  tried,  found  guilty,  and  sentenced 

of  tiiw  p«Icc?"*  ^7  ^^  recorder  of  the  said  borough  to  be  transported 

for  a  borough  for  ten  years.     The  errors,  specially  assigned,  were, 

or  oonntjy  may  *  .^  o 

be  held  concur-  ^^  That,  on  the  24th  of  March,  1848,  at  the  court-house 
sizes  in  the  *  '^^  Liverpool,  in  the  said  county  of  Lancaster,  there  was 
SSI^n^iJjjild  tolden,  for  the  southern  division  of  the  said  county  of 
be  highly  in-      Lancaster,  within  which  said  southern  division  for  the 

conyenient  to  , 

do  so.  said  county  of  Lancaster  the  said  borough  of  Man- 

chester is,  and  then  was  included,  a  session  of  oyer  and 
terminer  and  general  gaol  delivery,  before  Sir  E.  H. 
AJdersoUy  Knight,  and  Sir  B.  M.  Rolfe,  Knight  two  of 
the  barons  of  her  Majesty's  Court  of  Exchequer  at 
Westminster,  and  others,"  &c.;  ^'and  that  the  said 
session  of  oyer  and  terminer  and  general  gaol  delivery 
was  at  Liverpool  aforesaid,  in  and  for  the  southern  divi- 
sion of  the  county  of  Lancaster  aforesaid,  continued,  and 
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was  holden  by  adjournment  from  day  to  day,  from  the         jg^p, 
sud  24th  of  March  until  the  8th  of  April  then  next  fol-      ^^""^ 

Smith 

lowing ;  and  that  the  indictment  in  the  record  aforesaid  ^  v. 
was  found  in  manner  and  form  as  therein  alleged,  against 
him,  the  said  John  Smith,  at  the  general  quarter  session 
of  the  peace  aforesaid,  holden  at  Manchester,  in  the  county 
of  Lancaster,  aforesaid,  in  and  for  the  said  borough,  in 
the  said  county,  on  the  said  3rd  of  April,  a«  d,  1848, 
and  after  the  said  24th  of  March,  a.  d.  1848,  and  whilst 
and  at  and  during  the  time  when  the  said  sesnon  of  oyer 
and  terminer  and  general  gaol  delivery  was  being  held 
for  the  southern  division  of  the  county  of  Lancaster,  as 
aforesdd.'*  Verification.  *'  There  is  also  error  in  this, 
that  the  said  John  Smith  was  tried  on  the  indictment  in 
the  record  aforesaid,  in  manner  and  form  as  therein  al- 
leged, on  the  said  6th  of  April,  a.  d.  1848,  and  was 
thereupon  found  guilty,  and  sentenced  to  be  transported 
for  the  term  often  years,  as  in  the  said  record  is  alleged ; 
and  that  the  said  trial  was  had  and  took  place,  and  he, 
the  said  John  Smith,  was  tried,  as  aforesaid,  after  the 
said  24th  of  March,  a.  d.  1848,  and  whilst,  and  at  and 
during  the  time  \^  hen  the  said  session  of  oyer  and  ter- 
miner and  general  gaol  delivery  was  being  held  for  the 
southern  division  of  the  county  of  Lancaster,asaforesaid.'' 
Verification.  **  And  the  scud  John  Smith  prays,  that 
the  judgment  aforesaid,  for  the  said  errors,  and  other 
errors  appearing  on  the  record,  may  be  reversed,"  &c. 
— Joinder  in  error. 

The  only  points  stated  for  argument,  on  which  judg- 
ment was  given,  were  (in  substance),  First,  that  it  ap- 
pears by  the  said  record,  that  the  court  in  which  fhe 
indictment  was  found  and  tried  did  not  possess  juris- 
diction to  try  the  said  offences  in  the  said  indictment 
mentioned.  Secondly,  That  the  said  indictment  was 
found  in  the  said  court,  and  the  said  John  Smith  was 
tried  and  convicted,  whilst  and  at  and  during  the  time 
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1849.  when  a  sesaion  of  oyer  and  terminer  and  general  gaol 
delivery  was  being  held  for  the  said  southern  divinon 
of  the  county  of  Lancaster. 

Hodg€$i  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  (a). — The  piindpal 
question  {b)  in  the  Case  is,  whether  the  jurisdiction  of 
justices  and  recorders  in  quarter  sessions  is  suspended 
by  the  arriyal  in  the  same  county  of  the  judges  of 
assise?  No  direct  authority  upon  the  point  is  to  be 
found ;  but  the  general  tenor  of  text-books  and  preoe* 
dents  seems  to  be  against  the  concurrent  jurisdiction. 
The  king,  by  his  office  and  dignity  royal,  is  the  prin- 
dpal  conservator  of  the  peace  within  his  dominions,  and 
may  give  authority  to  others  to  see  the  peace  kept: 
Lambard,  Book  I,  c.  3 ;  Madox*  121.  All  jurisdiction 
is  mediately  or  immediately  derived  from  him;  and 
courts  of  all  kinds  are  his  courts,  as  appears  i>y  their 
style.  The  courts  in  Westminster-hall  are  styled  ''  the 
superior  courts ;''  and  the  judges  who  preside  there  are 
of  higher  dignity  and  authority  than  mere  justices  of  the 
peace.  When,  therefore,  the  king's  commission  is  di- 
rected to  the  judges,  all  inferior  jurisdictiona  are  sua- 
pended,  as  soon  as  the  commissioners  sit,  within  llie 
inferior  juris^ction.  Upon  the  same  principle  the 
coming  of  the  King's  Bench  into  any  county  suspends 
the  proceedings  of  commissioners  of  oyer  and  terminer : 
a  Hale's  Pleas  of  the  Crown,  156.    In  Chitt/s  Crimi- 

(a)  Jan.  24,  before  Poftovofi,  assignment  of  error,  in  &et, 

Coleridge^  and  Wightmany  Js.  amounted  to  a  contradiction  of 

{h)   Preliminary   objections  the  reeofd.     Objections  wera 

had  been  raised :  first,  that  a  also  takMi  to  the  caption  of  th« 

trial,  said  to  be  coram  non  jii-  writ.  These  points  were  argued 

dice,  is  not  subject  of  writ  of  by  the  counsel  on  both  sides, 

error,  but  more  properly  for  a  but,  aa  the  judgment  of  the 

plea  in  abatement  or  demur-  Court  was  confined  to  the  main 

rer  at  the  trial;  and,  second,  point,   the   argument  on  the 

that  the  main  question  was  not  others  is  omitted, 
raised  in  thu  case,  because  the 
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nal  Law  (vol.  4,  p.  134,  2nd  edition),  the  form  of        ig49. 
commission  of  oyer  and  terminer  is  set  out.  It  is  directed      'T*''     " 
to  the  judges  of  the  circuit, .  king's  counsel^  seijeants»  v. 

and  associates^  and  directs  them  to  inquire  into  all 
treasons  and  aU  felonies  and  injuries  whatsoever,  com- 
mitted in  the  counties  into  which  their  commission  lies; 
and  it  would  appear  to  be  in  derogation  of  these  powers, 
and  inconsistent  with  them»  if  justices  of  the  peace  had 
authority  to  try  felonies  in  the  same  counties  while  this 
conunission  continued.  The  precept  of  gaol  delivery, 
too,  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county,  (Id.,  p.  177),  directs  him 
to  give  notice  to  all  justices  of  the  peace^  and  other 
officers  therein  named,  to  be  in  attendance  at  the  as- 
sizes, which  they  could  not  be  if  they  had  authority  to 
hold  their  sessions  at  the  same  time.  This  would  apply 
to  recorders,  who  are,  ipso  facto,  justices  of  the  peace. 
In  Brooke's  Abridgment,  tit.  '^Commission,"  p.  9,  it 
is  laid  down,  that  a  commisuon  of  justices  in  eyre,  pro- 
claimed in  a  county,  determines  the  commission  of  the 
peace ;"  and  in  4  Inst  184,  it  is  said,  '^  In  what  county 
soever  they"  (justices  in  ejrre)  ''came,  all  other  courts, 
during  the  eire,  ceased ;"  and  (p.  185)  "  So  great  was  the 
authority  of  justices  in  eire,  that,  if  they  came  into  the 
county  where  the  justices  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pl€»8  sat,  the  jurisdiction  of  that  court,  during  the  eire, 
ceased,  but  they  yielded  to  the  Kin^e  Benchr  It  would 
seem,  therefore,  that  k  fortiori  the  jurisdiction  of  other 
courts  ceased  on  the  arrival  of  the  judges  of  the  King's 
Bench.  The  same  rule  is  stated  in  Lambard's  Justice, 
p.  71 : — "  Furthermore,  if  the  justices  in  eire  (being  of 
a  higher  pow^r  than  justices  of  the  peace)  doe,  (after  a 
proclamation  thereof  first  made),  come  into  any  county, 
and  sit  there  by  virtue  of  tiieir  authoritye,  then  ceaseth 
the  power  of  the  commissioners  of  tiie  peace ;"  for  which 
he  cites  Marrow,  and  continues : — "  And  he  thinketh 
so  likewise,  if  tiie  King's  Bench  (upon  proclamation 
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1849.        thereof  made)  should  remove  into  any  county ;"  but 

Smith"      ^^^^  ^^  adds,  **  But  aflke  of  this,  for,  if  it  should  be  so, 

*•  then  it  may  be  some  question  also,  what  is  meant  by  the 

The  QuBBK.  "^  "^ 

eoming  of  the  justices  of  the  Nisi  Piius  into  the  countie, 
who  do  ordiiuuily  bring  conunission  of  oyer  and  ter- 
miner and  of  gaole  delivery  with  them."  [Patteson,  J. 
— The  word  used  is  '^  determined" — ^that  must  mean, 
suspended  only;  otherwise,  there  ought  to  be  a  new 
commission  of  the  peace  after  every  assizes.}  Probably; 
and  in  the  4th  Inst.,  p.  165,  the  word  used  is  ^  coun- 
termanded." That  the  coming  of  the  judges  of  assize 
into  a  county  suspends  the  authority  of  the  justices,  is 
clear ;  for,  by  the  4  Ed.  3,  c  2,  it  is  ordained,  that 
when  judges  are  assigned  in  all  the  shires  of  England, 
'^to  take  the  assizes,  juries,  and  certifications,  and  to 
deliver  the  gaols,"  the  keepers  of  the  peace  "  shall  send 
their  indictments  before  the  justices,"  who  are  to  make 
inquiries  respecting  them ;  and  in  Bex  v.  WahereU{a)f 
where  indictments  were  found  against  a  prisoner  at  ses- 
sions, and  transmitted  to  the  assizes  by  the  justices  at 
sessions,  it  was  held,  that,  although,  the  indictments 
were  not  removed  by  certiorari,  the  judge  of  assize 
should  have  tried  the  prisoner  on  these  indictments. 

Welsby^  for  the  Crown. — A  recorder  has  generally 
the  same  power  as  justices  in  quarter  sessions;  but  the 
commission  of  justices,  sitting  in  quarter  sessions,  is  not 
a  commission  of  oyer  and  terminer.  In  Hale's  Pleas  of 
the  Crown,  vol.  2,  p.  42,  the  commission  to  county  jui»- 
tices  is  stated  to  consist  of  two  clauses:  one  assigning 
them  conservators  of  the  peace ;  the  other*,  to  hear  and 
determine  felonies ;  but  he  says,  at  p.  23,  **  Although 
justices  of  peace  have  a  clause  in  their  commission,  ad 
audiendum  et  terminandum  felonies,  &c,  yet  justices  of 

(a)  1  Ross.  &  R.  381. 
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peace  come  not  under  the  name  of  justices  of  oyer  and        1^49, 
terminar,  withhi  those  acts  of  Parliament  that  mention      """P"^ — ' 

/»  •  .  Smith 

jostices  of  oyer  and  terminer,  as  upon  the  stat.  of  5  Eliz.  _  v. 
c  14,  for  forgery."  This  distinction  is  important ;  for, 
though  it  is  true  that  a  fresh  commission  of  oyer  and 
terminer,  coming  into  a  county,  supersedes  all  inferior 
commissions  of  the  same  character,  yet  **  a  commission 
of  one  nature  doth  not  supersede  a  commission  of  another 
nature :  as  a  commission  of  oyer  and  terminer  is  not  re* 
pealed  by  a  subsequent  commiscdon  of  gaol  delivery  or 
the  peace,  nor  d  converse ;  f(»r  they  are  of  several  na- 
ttures :"  2  Hale,  P.  C,  26,  citing  3  Mar.  B.,  "  Com- 
mission," 24.  \PaUes0n9  J. — So,  if  there  were  a  com- 
mission of  oyer  and  terminer  to  the  justices  of  the 
county,  a  new  commission  to  judges  to  go  their  circuits 
would  destroy  it]  That  may  be  gathered  from  Lacej/s 
ease  (a),  cited  in  Hale's  Pleas  of  the  Crown,  voL  2,  p. 
19,  which  shewed,  that,  if  a  general  commission  issue 
to  a  whole  county,  and  afterwards  a  similar  one  to  one 
town  therein,  or  the  loca  maritima,  it  supersedes  the 
former  pro  tanto.  By  the  2  &  3  Ph.  &  M.  c.  18,  s. 
2,  it  is  enacted,  that  all  commissions  granted  to  any 
town  coiporate,  not  being  a  county  in  itself,  for  the 
keeping  of  their  peace  and  delivery  of  their  prisoners, 
shall  ''stand,  remain,  and  be  good  and  available  and 
effectual  in  law  to  all  intents,"  &c. ;  ''  the  granting  of 
any  like  commission  of  the  peace  or  gaol  delivery"  to  any 
commismoners  of  any  county  notwithstanding.  With- 
out this  statute,  it  is  true,  the  jurisdiction  of  justices 
in  a  town  corporate  would  have  been  superseded  by  a 
commission  of  a  similar  nature,  granted  for  the  whole 
county  at  large,  but  in  no  other  case. 

Hodge^y  in  reply  (*).— The  stat,  2  &  3  Ph.  &  M.  c 

(a)  1  Leon.  270.  {h)  Jan.  25. 

VOL.  in.  s  s  N.  s.  c. 
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1849.        IB,  does  not  apply  to  commiasionB  of  oyer  and  terminer, 
Smita       ^^^  ^^7  ^  commisaons  of  the  peace  and  gaol  delivery, 
-,^  ^'  therefore,  it  affords  no  argument  in  tins  case ;  nor  do 

the  authorities  cited  support  the  concurrent  jurisdiction, 
or  shew  that  the  arrival  in  a  county  of  the  King's 
Bench  and  justices  in  eyre  does  not  suspend  inferior 
jurisdictions,  inasmuch  as  they  assume  that  justices  in 
sessions  are  not  justices  of  oyer  and  terminer. 

The  justices  of  the  peace  hold  thmr  quarter  sessions 
by  virtue  of  their  commission,  and  for  several  centuries 
(see  Lambard,  Book  I,  c.  9),  a  clause  has  been  intro- 
duced directing  that  cases  of  difficulty  shall  be  rrferreil 
to  the  judges  of  the  superior  court  on  their  drcuit,  (see 
the  fonn  in  4  Chitty's  Criminal  Law,  128).  This 
clearly  shews  that  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  is  an 
inferior  court,  and  the  common  law  principle  must  pre- 
vmI,  that  the  coming  of  a  superior  power  suspends  the 
authority  of  inferior  courts. 

This  case  has  been  argued  throughout,  as  if  the  juris- 
diction of  a  recorder  and  of  justices  in  sesaons  was  the 
same ;  but  that  is  not  so,  for  a  recorder  is  appointed 
under  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  103,  during  his  good  be- 
haviour, but  the  justices  hold  their  sessions  under  the 
commission,  which  may  be  determined  at  the  pleasure 
of  the  Crown. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

CoLEBiDQE,  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court — The  prisoner  was  convicted  of  felony  before 
the  recorder  of  Manchester ;  and,  upon  a  writ  of  error 
brought  in  this  court,  ihe  facts  appear  to  be,  tltat»  at 
the  time  of  the  conviction,  the  judges  were  sitting 
under  the  usual  commissions  of  oyer  and  terminer  and 
general  gaol  delivery  for  the  county  of  Lancaster,  at 
Liverpool 

The  question,  assuming  it  to  be  prop^ly  raised  by 
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the  assignment  of  error,  is  this,  whether  the  authority  i849. 
of  the  recorder  was  determined  or  suspended  by  the  smith 
coming  of  the  judges  into  the  county,  and  acting  under  J- 
their  commiBsions*  The  recorder  of  Manchester  de- 
rives his  authority  from  a  grant  of  the  Crown,  under  the 
proYisions  of  the  5  &  6  Will*  4,  c  76 ;  and^  by  the 
105tb  section  of  that  act,  recorders  are  directed  to  hold 
sessions  g£  the  peace,  and  **  have  cc^isance  of  all 
crimes,  offences,  and  matters  whataoever  cognisable  by 
any  court  of  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  for  counties 
in  England;^  so  that  the  same  question  which  is  raised 
on  the  present  indictment  would  seem  to  be  applicable 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  county  sessions  under  similar  cir- 
cumstances. Distinctions  were  indeed  taken,  in  the 
course  of  the  argument,  between  recorders  and  justices 
in  county  sessions,  arising  from  the  mode  of  their  ap- 
pointments and  the  tenure  of  their  office,  and  other 
matters.  We  do  not,  however,  think  it  necessary  fur- 
ther to  advert  to  these  distinctions,  but  rather  to  deter- 
mine this  question  on  broad  grounds,  applicable  alike  to 
all  courts  of  sessions  of  the  peace. 

On  the  part  of  the  prisoner,  the  arguments  to  shew 
that  the  recorder's  jurisdiction  was  suspended  or  deter- 
mined, rest  on  two  grounds:  First,  that  the  court  of 
oyer  and  terminer  and  general  gaol  delivery  before  the 
judges  is  a  superior  court  to  that  of  the  sessions  of  the 
peace,  and,  therefore,  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  latter 
must  cease,  by  analogy  to  the  admitted  effect  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  coming  into  and  holding  its 
term  in  any  county,  and  to  the  supposed  effect  of  jus- 
tices in  eyre  coming  into  any  county.  Secondly,  that, 
by  the  grant  of  subsequent  commisttons  of  oyer  and 
terminer  and  general  gaol  delivery,  the  Crown  had  de- 
tenmned  or  suspended  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of 
sessions  of  the  peace. 

With  respect  to  the  first  ground,  it  is  plain  that  the 

8   8   2 
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1849.        principle  upon  which  the  coming  of  the  Court  of  Queen'» 
"T*** — *      Bench  into  any  county  is  held  to  suspend,  not  to  deter- 
V.  mine  (see  25  Geo.  3,  c.  18)  other  authorities,  is  this : 

^^In  pnesentift  majoris  cessat  potestas  minori8;"aff  is 
laid  down  in  Lord  Sanchai's  case  (a).  The  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  is  stated  in  all  our  books  to  be  the  high- 
est court  of  ordinary  justice  in  criminal  cases  to  whidi 
a  writ  of  error  lies  from  other  criminal  courts;  and  it  is 
to  that  supremacy,  which  no  other  court  has,  that  the 
effect  of  its  coming  into  any  county  is  to  be  attributed. 
Whether  the  justices  in  eyre  had  any  such  superiority, 
so  as  to  produce  the  same  effect,  may  be  doubted.  The 
same  reason  does  not  apply ;  and  the  passages  in  the 
4th  Inst.  p.  185,  and  in  Brockets  Abridgment,  Juris- 
diction, pL  116,  are  not  yeiy  satisfactory  on  the  point; 
and  it  is  in  no  way  material  to  the  present  inquiry, 
unless  justices  under  commissions  of  assize,  oyer  and 
terminer,  and  general  gaol  delivery,  have  in  all  respects 
the  same  authority  as  justices  in  eyre  had,  which  is 
nowhere  distinctiy  hud  down.  The  justices  under  such 
commissions  are  indeed,  in  some  sense,  a  court  superior 
to  that  of  the  sessions  of  the  peace ;  they  have  larger 
jurisdiction ;  and  the  justices  of  the  peace  are,  by  their 
commission,  directed  to  consult  tiiem  in  weighty  mat- 
ters, and  are  also  required  to  attend  them  at  the  holding 
of  the  assizes,  popularly  so  called.  But  the  judges  of 
assize,  &c.  are  not  a  court  of  error  or  superior  court^ 
like  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  so  as  to  come,  with 
regard  to  the  court  of  sessions  K)f  the  peace,  within  the 
principle  **  in  pnesentift  majoris  cessat  potestas  minori&* 
The  first  ground  of  the  argument,  on  the  part  of  the 
prisoner,  therefore  fiuls. 

With  respect  to  the  second  ground,  it  is  quite  true 
that  the  granting  by  the  Crown  of  a  subsequent  oom- 

(a)  0  Rep.  118. 
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tnission  determines  altogether  a  prior  commission  of  the  1349. 
fiame  nature.  This  appears  from  various  authorities^ 
and  from  the  2  &  3  Ph.  &  M.  c.  18^  s.  2,  which  pro- 
vides, that  commissions  of  the  peace  and  gaol  delivery 
for  any  town  corporate,  not  being  a  county  in  itself, 
shall  stand,  notwithstanding  the  granting  of  any  subse- 
quent similar  commissions  to  justices  of  the  peace  for 
the  shire.  '^  But  a  commission  of  one  nature  doth  not 
supersede  a  commission  of  another  nature,  as  a  commis- 
rion  of  oyer  and  terminer  iB  not  repealed  by  a  subsequent 
commission  of  gaol  delivery  or  of  the  peace,  nor  d  con- 
verso ;  for  they  are  of  several  natures :"  Hale's  Pleas 
of  the  Crown  (a),  citing  3  Mar.  B.  ^^  Commission,"  24. 
There  is  also  this  other  passage  cited  from  Brooke,  in 
Hale's  Pleas  of  the  Crown  (b) :  '^  Though  this  be  not  a 
commission  of  oyer  and  terminer,  yet,  by  the  opinion  of 
Brooke,  Commission,  8,  a  commission  of  oyer  and  ter- 
miner  in  the  county  determines  the  assignavimus  of  the 
commission  of  the  peace  ad  audiendum  et  terminandum ; 
quod  quttre :"  so  that  Lord  Hale  doubts  the  authority. 
Now,  the  commissions  of  oyer  and  terminer  and  general 
gaol  delivery,  from  time  to  time  directed  by  the  Crown 
to  the  judges  and  others,  are  not  in  their  nature  amilar 
to  .the  commissions  of  the  peace  under  which  courts  of 
sesfflons  are  held.  It  is  true  that  the  latter  contain  a 
power  to  hear  and  determine,  among  many  other  powers 
which  are  not  included  in  theformer ;  but  the  commissions 
of  the  peace  are  permanent,  intended  to  continue  during 
the  King's  reign,  unless  new  commissions  of  the  peace 
of  precisely  the  same  nature  are  issued ;  whereas  those 
of  oyer  and  terminer  and  general  gaol  delivery  are  in- 
tended only  for  particular  occasions,  and  in  th^  very 
nature  limited  in  duration.    If  the  commission  of  oyer 

(a)  Vol.  2,  p.  26.  (h)  Vol.  2,  p.  47. 
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1849.  ^^  terminer  operates  at  all  on  the  commissions  of  the 
peace,  it  must  do  so^notbywayof  suspension,  for  which 
no  authority  is  shewn,  but  by  way  of  determination  of 
so  much  of  the  OHnmission  of  the  peace  as  giyes  power 
to  hear  and  determine — an  operation  whidi  would  be 
most  inconvenient,  and  which  has  never  been  supposed 
to  prevail;  for  it  would  require  new  commissions  of  the 
peace  to  be  issued  after  every  assize — a  thing  nev^ 
heard  of  or  alluded  to  in  our  books.  The  commission 
of  gaol  delivery  cannot  operate  by  way  of  detonninatioD, 
because  the  commissioin  of  the  peace  does  not  assign  Ae 
justices  to  deliver  the  gaol ;  and  so  there  is  no  authority 
in  the  justices  to  be  detemuned  by  such  commission. 
Neither,  for  the  same  reason,  can  it  operate  by  way  of 
suspension. 

The  truth  seems  to  be,  that,  from  the  fact  of  the  ses- 
sions of  the  peace  not  being  held  during  the  assizes,  for 
reasons  of  convemence, «  common  notion  has  prevailed 
that  they  cannot  by  law  be  so  held;  for  whidi  notion 
we  cannot  find  any  other  sufficient  reason.  Doubtless 
the  assizes  interfere  sometimes,  inpointof  time,  with  the 
holding  of  the  sesffions ;  and  therefore,  4  &  5  WilL  4, 
G.  47,  was  passed  to  authorise  the  appointment  of  some 
other  time  for  holding  the  quarter  seseions  usually  held 
at  Easter.  But  this  may  luuee  beenfor  the  sakeof  con- 
vuuence,  without  implying  that  there  arose  any  conflict 
of  legal  authority*  It  is  true  that  the  oommisdon  of 
gaol  ddiveiy  commands  the  jvdges  to  deliver  the  gaol 
of  tiie  prisonem  therein  being,  and  it  therefore  ^ves  them 
an  authority  winch  might,  in  fact,  conflict  with  the  jus- 
tices in  sessions  trying  the  prisoners  in  the  gaol  under 
their  commisnon  of  the  peace.  It  does  not,  however, 
appear  that  there  is  any  law,  or  rule  of  law,  at  present, 
which  ousts  them  of  their  jurisdiction ;  and  it  is  with 
the  strict  law  alone  that  we  have  at  present  to  deal. 
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We  are  theiefore  brought  to  the  conclusion,  that  the 
writ  of  error  cannot  be  supported,  and  that  our  judg- 
lAent  must  be  for  the  Crown, 

But»  although  we  are  of  opinion  that  there  waa  no 
defect  of  jurisdiction,  nor,  indeed,  on  a  consideration  of 
aU  the  ciroomstances,  anj  inconTenience  in  holding  the 
sessMHis,  at  which  the  plaintiff  in  error  was  convicted, 
during  the  time  of  the  assizes,  (for,  in  this  respecl;  there 
majr  be  an  obvious  distinction  between  a  recorder  and 
the  magistrates  of  a  county),  yet  we  cannot  dismiss  this 
case  without  expressing  our  opinion,  that  it  would  be 
highly  inoonvenient  and  improper,  generally  speaking, 
for  the  magistrates  of  a  county  to  hold  their  sesmons 
concurrently  with  the  assizes,  even  in  a  different  part  of 
the  county.  Of  course  we  cannot  anticipate  that  they 
would  hold  them  concurrently  at  the  same  place. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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The  Queen  v.  John  Ma&tin.  April  30. 

HE  prisoner,  Martin,  was  tried  with  two  other  pri-  At  the  quarter 
BonoB,  named  George  and  Charles  Eades,  at  the  last  J^^Jn[)w! 
Dorset  Epiphany  Sessions,  upon  an  indictment  contain-  "^' «  reoeiYer 

01  itolen  pro* 

ing  counts  charging  George  and  Charles  Eades  with  pertj  was  tried 

sheepstealing,  and  others  charging  Martin  as  a  receiver,  ^tmentwith  * 

The  two  Eades  were  found  guilty  on  the  fifth  count,  2ld2?fo^' 

and  Martin  was  found  guilty  on  tiie  seventh  count,  gniltj.   The 

.    seventh  count, 
on  which  the 
receiver  was 
oonvicted,  alleged  the  receipt  of  the  property  to  be  in  the  comity  of  Somerset,  but  referred 
lo  the  covnt  on  which  the  principals  were  convicted,  in  the  following  words  :  "  Being  the 
same  property  as  is  mentioned  in  the  fifth  count  of  this  indictment,  before  then  feloniously 
stolen  and  carried  away"  :^ 

Heldf  that  the  Court  has  power,  under  the  stat.  11  &  12  Vict,  c  78,  s.  2,  to  hear  ques- 
tions reserved  in  arrest  of  judgment. 

Held,  also,  that  the  indictment  was  bad  in  arrest  of  judgment,  because  no  jurisdiction 
to  try  in  the  county  of  Dorset  appeared  on  the  face  of  the  indictment ;  and  that  such  defect 
was  not  cured  by  the  stat.  11  &  12  Viet.  c.  46. 
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The  QuiBN 

V. 

Martin. 


Counsel  for  Martin  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment,  on  t&e 
ground  that,  as  the  property  was  allied,  in  the  seventh 
county  to  be  received  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  and 
that  the  stud  count  contained  no  reference  to  the  prin- 
cipal felons,  by  whom  the  property  was  stden  in  the 
county  of  Dorset,  that  no  jurisdiction  to  try  in  Dorset 
appeared  on  the  face  of  the  indictment,  either  under  the 
Stat.  7  &  J3  Geo.  4,  &  29,  s.  56,  or  ihe  stat  11  &  12 
Vict  c  46, 8. 2  (a).  The  court  of  quarter  sesuons  over- 
ruled the  objection,  being  of  opinion  that  the  defect 
was  cured  by  the  latter  statute.  The  venue  in  the 
margin  of  the  indictment  was  Dorsetshire  to  wit.  The 
fiflh  and  seventh  counts  were  as  follows: 

Fifth  count. — ^And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath 
aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that  the  said  Greorge  Eodea 


(a)  Sect.  2  recites,  'That, 
ivhereas  an  aceessoiy  offcer  the 
fact  to  felony  can  at  present  be 
tried  only  along  with  the  prin- 
cipal felon,  or  after  the  princi- 
pal felon  has  been  convicted, 
and  not  otherwise,  which  is 
sometimes  productive  of  a  ful- 
ure  of  justice;'  and  enacts, 
**  That,  from  and  after  the  pass- 
ing of  this  act,  if  any  person  shall 
become  an  accessory  after  the 
£»ct  to  any  felony,  whether  the 
same  be  a  felony  at  common 
law  or  by  virtne  of  any  statute 
or  statutes,  made  or  to  be  made, 
he  may  be  indicted  and  convict- 
ed, either  as  an  accessory  after 
the  fact  to  the  principal  felony, 
together  with  the  principal  fe- 
lon, or  after  the  conviction  of 
the  principal  felon,  or  may  be 
indicted  and  convicted  of  a  sub- 
stantive felony,  wliether  the 
principal  felon  shall  or  shall 
not  have  been  been  previously 


convicted,  or  sliall  or  shall  not 
be  amenable  to  justice,  and  may 
thereupon  be  punished  in  like 
manner  as  any  accessory  after 
the  &ct  to  the  same  felony  if 
convicted  as  an  aceessoiy  may 
be  punished,  and  the  offence  of 
BQch  person  howsoever  indicted 
may  be  inquired  of,  tried,  de- 
termined, and  punished  by  any 
court  which  shall  have  juris- 
diction to  txy  the  principal 
felon,  in  the  same  manner  as  if 
the  act,  by  reason  of  which 
such  person  shall  have  become 
an  accessory,  had  been  com- 
mitted at  the  same  place  as  the 
principal  felony;  provided  al- 
ways, that  no  person  who  shall 
be  once  duly  tried  for  any  such 
offence,  whether  as  an  aooessory 
after  the  fact,  or  as  for  a  suly- 
stantive  felony,  shall  be  liable 
to  be  again  indicted  or  tried 
for  the  same  offence.'* 


The  QuBBN 


Martin. 
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and  Charles  Eades,  on  the  said  1 8th  day  of  December,  in  i^^^ 
the  twelfth  year  of  the  reign  aforesaid,  withforce  andarms, 
at  the  parish  of  Sherborne  aforesaid,  in  the  county  of  Dor-  '  v. 
set  aforesaid,  one  wether  sheep,  of  the  price  of  20^.,  of  the 
cattle,  goods,  and  chattels  of  the  said  Henry  Ensor, 
then  and  there  feloniously  did  steal,  take,  and  drive 
'away,  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made 
and  provided,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  said  lady  the 
Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

Seventh  count. — And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their 
oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that  the  said  John 
Martin,  on  the  said  1 8th  day  of  December,  in  the  twelfth 
year  of  the  reign  aforesaid,  with  force  and  arms,  at  the 
.palish  of  Trent,  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  one  wether 
sheep,  of  the  price  of  20^.,  (being  the  same  property  as 
is  mentioned  in  the  fifth  count  of  this  indictment),  of 
the  cattle,  goods,  and  chattels  of  the  said  Henry  Ensor, 
before  then  feloniously  stolen,  taken,  and  carried  away, 
feloniously  did  receive  and  have,  he,  the  said  John 
Martin,  then  and  there  well  knowing  the  said  cattle, 
goods,  and  chattels  last  aforesaid  to  have  been  felo- 
niously stolen,  taken,  and  carried  away,  against  the 
form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided, 
and  against  the  peace  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen,  her 
crown  and  dignity. 

Ffooks^  for  ihe  prosecution  (a). — The  stat.  11  &  12 
Vict.  c.  78,  gives  power  to  reserve  for  the  consideration 
of  this  Court  any  question  which  shall  have  arisen  on 
the  trial ;  and  it  may  be  doubtful  how  far  that  includes 
an  objection  which  appears  on  the  record,  and  which 
might  be  decided  by  a  writ  of  error.  A  decision  of  this 
Court  would  not  prevent  a  writ  of  error  being  brought 
afterwards.     [  Wildcy  C.  J. — I  think  the  word  **  trial " 

(a)  No  one  appeared  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner. 


Maktiit. 
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1849.       should  ree^Te  a  liberal  ooDsiraction ;  beflides,  theseoKHid 
J.    -    "•    BectioQ  of  the  statute  expready  gives  the  Court  power 
t.  to  arrest  the  judgment]     The  indictment  is  fiwned 

under  the  8tat  11  &  12  Vict  o.  46,  the  preamble  rf 
which  shewBy  that  it  was  intended  to  relax  in  some  de- 
gree the  technical  atrictoeaBof  erinuaalproceedings,  and 
to  give  greater  fatalities  for  trying  accessories  after  the 
fact,  than  existed  by  the  stat  7  &  8  Geo. 4^  c  29,8. 66; 
and  by  the  2nd  section  it  is  provided,  that  the  offence  of 
receiving  may  be  tried  where  the  pxinc^ial  maybe  tried, 
in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  act  of  reeeiriBg  had  been 
committed  at  the  same  jriaoe  as  the  prindpal  felony. 
The  prisoner  was  tried  in  the  same  indictmeiit  with  the 
principals,  who  were  found  guilty  on  the  fiftti  count, 
which  charged  them  with  aheepstealing  in  the  county 
of  Dorset ;  and  the  seventh  count  alL^^  the  receipt  of 
property  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  there  stated  to  be 
the  same  property  as  is  mentioned  in  the  fifth  count  of 
this  UMfictment  before  then  feloniously  stolen  and  car- 
ried away.  In  Begma  v.  Waters  (a),  in  an  indictment 
for  murder,  the  first  count  named  the  age  of  the  child 
murdered,  and  the  Court  held,  that  the  words  of  refei^ 
ence  in  the  second  count,  ''  so  bom  as  aforesaid,'*  did 
not  incorporate  the  age  of  the  child.  In  this  caee,  the 
words  of  reference  are  stronger,  aided  as  th^  are  by 
the  provisions  of  the  stat  11  &  12  Vict  c  46.  [WUde, 
C  J. — ^The  words  of  reference  in  the  seventh  count 
can  only  idate  to  the  description  of  property  etcden. 
That  count  purports  to  chaige  the  prisoner  as  an  acces- 
sory after  the  fact,  but  it  does  not  allege  who  the  prin- 
cipals were,  or  when  or  where  the  property  was  stolen.} 
In  iZsa?  V.  Goff{b)f  a  murd^  was  charged  to  have  been 
committed  in  one  county,  and  the  trial  took  place  in^ 
the  next  adjoining ;  but  it  was  held,  it  need  not  be  al- 

(a)  1  Den.  C.C.  366 ;  18  L.  J^  M.  C,  53.    (6)  Ross.  &  R.  179. 
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leged  in  the  indiotment  that  such  county  was  the  next        1849. 
adjoiiiing  to  the  one  in  which  the  moider  wad  commit*    The  Quswc 
tecL    In  Bex  t*  James  la\  it  was  held,  that  in  an  in*-      ^,  v- 

Martin. 

dictment  for  foig^y  under  the  stat  11  Geo«4  &  1  WilL 
4t,  c.  66, 8.  24,  an  all^atioa  in  the  indictment,  that  the 
jMeieoner  wae  in  costody  where  he  was  tried,  was  held 
not  to  be  neceesary.  Po^Am,  J.,  there  said,  '*  The 
offence  may  be  liud  where  the  offence  did  not  arise*  I 
think,  that  proving  the  party  in  custody  here  is  suffi- 
cient." For  the  purposes-  of  this  ai^gumenty  it  must 
now  be  taken,  that  evidence  was  given  at  the  trial  to  • 
shew  that  the  priscmer  was  accessory  to  a  felony  oom- 
nutted  in  Dorset  In  Bex  v.  Loader  (i),  tried  before 
Bolftt  B.,  a  prisoner,  under  the  2  &  3  Vict,  a  82,  was 
tried  in  Dorset  fi>r  a  larceny  comnntted  in  a  detached 
portion  of  Somerset,  and  the  indictment  did  not  allege 
that  the  prisoner  was  in  Dorset,  or  that  he  was  com- 
mitted by  A  magistrate  of  that  county*  Bex  v.  Fraeer  (c)^ 
a  case  of  bigamy,  is  a  decision  the  other  way ;  but  that 
case  seems  to  form  an  exception  to  the  cases  cited.  The 
stat.  7  Geo.  4,  c*  64,  s.  20,  provides,  that,  where  a 
Court  shall  appear,  by  the  indictment,  to  have  jurisdic^ 
tion  over  the  offence  the  want  of  a  perfect  or  proper 
venue  is  cured  by  verdict. 

Wilde,  C.  J. — I  do  not  entertain  any  reasonable 
doubt  on  this  point.  It  appears  to  me,  that  the  convic- 
tion on  the  seventh  count  of  this  indictment  cannot  be 
supported.  It  is  necessary  that  the  count  which  chaiges 
the  prisoner  with  beii^  a  receiver,  should  shew  juris- 
diction on  the  face  of  it;  and  unless  that  does  appear, 
jurisdiction  cannot  be  given  by  proof  of  facts  aliunde 
'in  Bex  V.  Jcmes  (cf),  the  offence  of  forgery  was  allied, 

(a)  7  C.  &  P.  663.  (Ed.  1846). 

(6)  2  Ru88.  C.  L.  122,  (Ed.        (c)  1  Mood.  C.  C.  407. 
1840},  and  Dick.  Q.  S.  210,        \d)  7  C^  &  P.  663. 


580  N£W  SESSIONS  CASES, 

1B49.        0°  ^^6  f^=^^  of  the  indictment,  to  have  been  committed 
J.    ^  in  the  county  where  the  indictment  was  preferred,  and 

IDC  VcWSN 

V.  the  forgery  was  proved  to  have  taken  place  out  of  that 

county ;  but  that  was  done  imder  the  stat.  11  Gea  4  & 
1  Will.  4,  c  66,  8.  24,  which  giyes  jurisdiction  to  the 
county  where  the  offender  is  apprehended  or  in  custody, 
the  same  as  if  the  offence  had  been  committed  there. 
That  case  is  clearly  distinguishable  from  the  present, 
where  the  prisoner  is  tried  in  Dorset  upon  an  indict- 
ment charging  him  with  receiving  stolen  property  in 
the  county  of  Somerset,  it  not  appearing,  by  the  indict- 
ment, who  the  principals  were,  or  when  or  where  the 
property  was  stolen.  There  is,  therefore,  on  the  face 
of  this  indictment,  a  total  want  of  jurisdiction  to  try  the 
prisoner  in  the  county  of  Dorset.  We  are  asked,  whe- 
ther this  indictment  is  bad  in  arrest  of  judgment,  and 
we  are  of  opinion  that  it  is ;  and  we  cannot,  therefore, 
take  any  notice  of  any  facts  proved  at  the  trial. 

EoLFB,  B.-I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  A 
base  tried  before  me,  of  Rex  v.  Lofider  (a),  has*  been 
referred  to :  I  have  no  very  distinct  recollection  of  the 
circumstances  of  that  case,  but  it  does  not  appear  to 
me  to  affect  the  present  case,  where  the  indictment  to- 
tally fails  to  shew  any  jurisdiction  to  try  the  prisoner  in 
the  county  of  Dorset 

WiGHTMAN,  J.,  Cresswell,  J.,  and  Platt,  B.,  con- 
curred. 

Conviction  reversed. 

(a)  2  Rubs.  C.  L.  122 '(£d.l843),  and  Dick.  Q.  S.  210  (Ed.  1846). 


This 
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Begina  v.  WnxiAM  Wood.  April  30. 


was  a  case  reserved  by  Mr.  Baron  Parke,  at  jfupenwn  finds 
the  last  assizes  for  Huntingdon.     The  facts  appear  in  &^  that  have 

°  *  *  been  actaalljr 

the  following  statement : —  lost,  or  arerea- 

sonablj  sup- 
posed by  him  to 

.  *'  The  prisoner  was  tried  before  me  at  the  last  assizes,  J*J\^^  ^^' 
at  Huntingdon,  for  stealins^  a  bank  note.  «te  them,  with 

'^  He  found  the  note,  which  had  been  accidentally  take  the  entire 
dropped,  on  the  high  road.  There  was  no  name  or  mark  them?i^lly  be- 
en it  indicatinty  who  was  the  owner,  nor  were  there  any  Jicving,  when 

°  ,  .  .  •'    he  takes  them, 

circumstances  attending  the  finding  which  would  enable  that  the  owner 
him  to  discover  to  whom  the  note  belonged  when  he  pick-  fo^nd,  it  is  not 
ed  it  up,  nor  had  he  any  reason  to  believe  that  the  owner  ^'^"fo^„^  ^ 
knew  where  to  find  it  again.     The  prisoner  meant  to  bank  note  in 

..  ••  ii*-ii*  rrii       ^®  highway, 

appropriate  it  to  his  own  use  when  he  picked  it  up.   The  and  took  it  with 
day  after,  and  before  he  had  disposed  of  it,  he  was  in-  pJutoit  to  w^ 
formed  that  the  prosecutor  was  the  owner,  and  had  o^n«e.  The 

^  \  note  had  no 

dropped  it  accidentally.     He  then  changed  it  and  ap-  name  or  mark 
propriated  the  money  taken  to  his  own  use.     The  jury  ^hich  he  oouid 
found  that  he  had  reason  to  beKeve,  and  did  believe,  it  u'SL^^Sr 
to  be  the  prosecutor's  property  before  he  thus  changed  ^*»  ^^re  any 

*  *      X       #  «3        circnmstance 

the  note.  attending  the 

^^  I  directed  a  verdict  of  guilty,  intimating  that  I  should  able' bfm  to°' 
reserve  the  case  for  further  consideration.     Upon  con-  Yj^^,  *®  ^j*°" 

'^  it  belonged.  A. 

ferring  with  my  Brother  MauUy  it  seemed  to  us  that  changed  the 
the  original  taking  was  not  felonious,  and  that,  in  the  priated  the 
subsequent  disposal  of  it,  there  was  no  taking,  and  J!lJJJ^i^iJ^r 
therefore  I  declined  to  pass  sentence,  and  ordered  the  }»e  knew  that  it 

\  .        .  .  belonged  to  the 

prisoner  to  be  discharged  on  entenng  into  his  own  re-  prosecutor  :— 

.  1  11   J  fle/if,  that  ha 

cognisance  to  appear  when  called  upon.  y^^  not  guilty 

« I  request  the  advice  of  the  judges."  «^  ^»^"y- 

J.  Parke. 

Parke,  B.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
Tills  case  was  reserved  by  me  at  the  last  Huntingdon 
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Ig49.  aaaizes.  It  was  not  argued  by  oounsel,  but  the  judges 
who  attended  the  oitdng  of  the  court  after  the  last  tenn^ 
namely^  the  Lord  Chief  Baron,  Patteson,  J.,  Italfe,  B., 
CresiweU,  tfilHams,  CoUnum,  Jb.,  and  Parke,  B.,  gave 
it  much  consideration  on  account  of  its  importanoei  and 
the  frequency  of  the  occurrence  of  cases  in  some  degree 
similar  in  the  administration  of  the  criminal  law,  and 
the  somewhat  obscure  state  of  the  authorities  upon  it 

In  order  to  constitute  the  crime  of  larceny,  there 
must  be  a  taking  of  the  chattel  of  another  animo  fn- 
randi,  and  against  the  will  of  the  owner.  This  is  not 
the  full  definition  of  larceny,  but  so  much  only  of  it  as 
is  necessary  to  be  reftrred  to  for  the  present  purpose. 
By  the  term  "  animus  furandi"  is  to  be  understood  thein* 
tention  to  take,  not  a  particular  temporary,  but  an  en- 
tire dominion  over  the  chattel,  without  a  colour  of  right- 
As  the  rule  of  law,  founded  on  justice  and  reason,  is, 
that  actus  non  &dt  reum  nisi  mens  ttt  rea,  the  guilt  of 
the  accused  must  depend  on  the  circumstances  as  they 
appear  to  him,  and  the  crime  of  larceny  cannot  be  com- 
mitted unless  the  goods  taken  appear  to  have  an  ownor, 
and  the  party  taking  must  know  or  believe  that  the 
taking  is  against  the  will  of  that  owner.  In  the  earliest 
times,  it  was  held,  that  chattels,  which  were  apparently 
without  an  owner,  nullius  in  bonis,  could  not  be  the 
subject  of  larceny.  Stamfinrd,  one  of  the  old  authorities 
on  criminal  law,  who  was  a  judge  in  the  reign  of  Philip 
&  Mary,  says,  b.  1,  c.  16,  "  treasure  trove,"  **  wreck  of 
the  sea,"  **  waif  or  stray,"  taken  and  carried  away,  is  not 
fdony,  quia  dominus  rerum  non  apparet,  ideo  cujus  sunt 
incertum  est ;  for  this  he  quotes  Fitz.  Abr.  Coron.  p. 
187,  265.  These  passages  are  taken  from  22  Ass.  99, 
22  Ed.  3,  and  mention  only  '<  treasure  trove,'*  "wntkf** 
and  ^'  waif,"  and  Fitz.  says  the  punishment  for  taking 
such  is  not  the  loss  of  life  or  limb.  The  passage  in  3 
Inst.  108,  goes  beyond  tlus.   Lord  Cake  mentiws  three 
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circumstanceB  as  material  in  laroenj :  first,  the  taking 
must  be  felonious,  which  he  explains;  secondly,  it 
must  be  an  actual  taking,  which  he  also  explains ;  and. 
Thirdly,  it  is  not  by  trover  or  finding.  He  then  pro- 
ceeds as  follows :  ^^  If  one  lose  his  goods,  and  another 
find  them,  though  he  convert  them  animo  furandi  to  his 
own  use,  yet  it  is  no  larceny,  for  the  first  taking  is 
lawful.  So,  if  one  find  treasure  trove,  or  waif,  or  stray, 
(here  wreck  is  omitted,  and  stray  is  introduced),  and 
convert  them  ut  supr&,  it  is  no  larceny,  both  in  respect 
of  the  finding  and  that  dominus  rerum  non  apparet." 
The  only  authority  ^ven  is  that  before  mentioned,  22 
Ass.  99,  Fitz.  Abr.  Coron.,  265,  22  Ed.  3. 

Now,  treasure  trove,  and  waif,  seem  to  be  subject  to 
a  difierent  construction  from  goods  lost.  Treasure  trove 
is  properly  money  supposed  to  have  been  hid  by  some 
owner  since  deceased,  the  secret  of  the  deposit  having 
pmshed,  and  therefore  belongs  to  the  Crown ;  as  to  waif, 
the  original  owner  loses  his  right  to  the  property  by 
neglecting  to  pursue  the  thief.  The  very  circumstances 
under  which  these  are  assumed  to  have  been  taken  and 
converted,  shew  that  they  could  not  be  taken  from  any 
one,  there  being  no  owner.  Wreck  and  stray  are  not 
exactly  on  the  same  footing  as  treasure  trove  and  waif; 
wreck  is  not  properly  so  called  if  the  real  owner  is 
known,  and  it  is  not  forfeited  until  after  a  year  and 
a  day. 

The  word  **  estray "  is  used  in  the  books  in  different 
senses,  as  maybe  seen  in  Com.  Dig.,  '^  Waife,"  F.,  where 
it  is  used  in  the  sense  of  cattle  forfeited  after  being  in 
a  manor  one  year  and  one  day  without  challenge,  after 
hekkg  proclaimed,where  the  property  vests  in  the  Crown, 
or  its  grantee  of  estrays,  and  also  of  cattle  straying  in 
the  manor  before  they  are  so  forfeited.  Blackstone, 
vol.  2,  519,  Stephens'  edit.,  defines  estrays  to  be  ''such 
valuable  animals  as  are  found  wandering  in  any  manor 
or  lordship,  and  no  man  knoweth  the  owner  of  them,  in 
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1849.  which  case  the  law  gives  them  to  the  sovereign/  In 
the  passage  in  Stamford,  no  doubt  the  word  is  used, 
not  exclusively  in  the  former  sense,  but  generally,  as  to 
all  stray  cattle  not  seized  by  the  lord.  Now,  treasure 
trove  and  waif,  properly  so  called,  are  clearly  bona  va- 
cantia nullius  in  bonis,  and  but  for  the  prerogative 
would  belong  to  the  first  finder  absolutely.  '^  Hsec  que 
nullius  in  bonis  sunt,  olim  fuerunt  inventoris  de  jure 
naturali,  jam  eflSciuntur  principisde  jure  gentium."  Brac- 
ton,  lib.  i,  c.  12.  "  Wreck  and  stray,'*  in  the  sense  we 
ascribe  to  those  words,  are  not  in  the  same  situation, 
for  the  right  of  the  owner  is  not  forfdted  until  the  end 
of  a  year  and  a  day.  But  Lord  Cohe^  in  Corutabk's 
casey  5  Co.  108  a,  treats  wreck  also  as  nullius  in 
bonis,  and  estrays  animalia  vagantia  he  terms  vacantia 
because  none  claims  the  property.  Wreck  and  estray, 
however,  before  seizure,  closely  resemble  goods  lost,  of 
which  the  owner  has  not  the  actual  possession,  and 
afford  an  analogy  to  which  Lord  Coke  refers  in  the  pas- 
sage above  cited. 

Whether  Lord  Coke  means  what  the  language  at 
first  sight  imports — that  under  no  circumstances  could 
the  taking  of  goods  really  lost  and  found  be  larceny,  is 
not  dear ;  bat  the  passage  is  a  complete  and  satisfiictory 
authority,  that  a  person  who  finds  goods  which  are  lost 
may  convert  them  animo  furandi  under  some  circum- 
stances, so  as  not  tc>  be  guilty  of  larceny.  The  two 
reasons  assigned  by  him  are,  that  the  person  taking  has 
a  right,  in  respect  of  the  finding,  and  also,  that  they 
are  apparently  without  an  owner,  ''dominus  rerum  non 
apparet,"  "an  owner,"  or  "the  owner,"  does  not  appear. 
The  first  of  these  reasons  has  led  to  the  opinion  that 
the  real  meaning  of  Lord  Coke  was  not  that  every 
finder  of  lost  goods,  who  takes  animo  furandi,  is  not 
guilty  of  felony ;  but  that,  if  one  finds  and  innocently 
takes  possession,  meaning  to  keep  for  the  real  owner, 
and  afterwards  changes  his  mind  and  converts  to  his 
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own  use,  he  is  not  a  felon,  on  the  principle  that  Lord  1949, 
Coke  had  previously  laid  down,  that,  '^  the  intent  to 
steal  must  be  when  the  thing  stolen  cometh  to  his 
possession,  for  if  he  hath  the  possession  of  it  once  law- 
fully, though  he  hath  animum  furandi  afterwards,  and 
carryeth  it  away  afterwards,  it  is  no  larceny;"  and 
Lord  Coke  also  cites  Glanvil,  ^'Furtum  non  est  ubi 
initium  habet  detentionis  per  dominum  reL" 

It  is  said,  therefore,  that  the  case  of  finding  is  an  in- 
stance of  this — ^beginning  with  lawful  title,  which,  sub- 
sequently, cannot  become  a  felony  by  subsequent  con- 
version ;  but,  if  it  be  originally  taken,  not  for  the  true 
owner,  but  with  intent  to  appropriate  it  to  his  own  use, 
it  is  a  felony ;  and  of  this  opinion  the  commissioners  for 
the  amendment  of  the  criminal  law  appear  to  have  been, 
as  stated  in  their  first  report  This  opinion  appears  to 
us  not  to  be  well  founded,  for  Lord  Coke  puts  the  case 
of  lost  goods  on  the  same  footing  as  waif  and  treasure  . 
trove,  which  are  really  bona  vacantia,  goods  without 
an  owner,  and  with  respect  to  which,  we  apprehend, 
that  a  person  would  not  be  guilty  of  larceny  though  he 
took  originally  animo  furandi,  that  is,  with  the  intent 
not  to  take  a  partial  or  temporary  possession,  but  to 
usurp  the  entire  dominion  over  them ;  and  the  previous 
observations  have  reference  to  cases  in  which  the  ori- 
ginal possession  of  the  chattel  stolen  is  with  the  consent 
of,  or  by  contract  with,  the  owner.  But  any  doubt 
on  this  question  is  removed  by  what  is  said  by  Lord 
Hale,  1  P.  C.  506.— « If  A.  find  the  purse  of  B.  in  the 
highway,  and  takes  it  and  carries  it  away,  and  hath  all 
the  circumstances  that  may  prove  it  to  be  done  animo 
furandi,  as  denying  or  secreting  it,  yet  it  is  not  felony; 
the  like  in  case  of  taking  of  a  wreck  or  treasure  trove 
(citing  22  Ass.  99),  or  waif  or  stray."  Lord  Hole 
clearly  considers,  that,  if  lost  goods  are  taken  originally 
animo  furandi,  in  the  sense  above  mentioned,  the  taker 

VOr«   III.  T  T  N.  s.  c. 
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1849.  ^  ^^^  ^  felon ;  and  when  it  is  conadered,  that,  by  the 
common  law,  larceny  to  the  value  of  above  twelve 
pence  was  pmiishable  by  death,  and  that  the  quality  of 
the  act,  in  taking,  animo  furandi,  goods  from  the  poBses* 
sion  of  the  owner,  differs  greatly  from  that  of  taking 
them  when  no  longer  in  his  possession,  and  qoasi  dere- 
lict, in  its  injurious  effects'  on  the  interests  of  society 
(the  true  ground  for  the  punishment  of  crimes)^  it  is 
not  surprising  that  such  a  rule  should  be  established ; 
and  it  is  founded  in  strict  justice,  for  the  cases  of  ab- 
straction of  lost  property  being  of  rare  occurrence 
when  compared  with  the  frequent  violations  of  property 
in  the  possession  of  an  owner,  there  was  no  need  of  so 
severe  a  remedy,  and  the  civil  remedy  might  be  deemed 
amply  sufficient.  Hawkins,  Book  i,  c.  33,  s.  3,  says, 
*^  Our  law,  which  punishes  all  theft  with  death,  if  the 
thing  stolen  be  above  the  value  of  twelve  pence,  and 
with  corporal  punishment  if  imder,  rather  chooses  to 
deal  with  them  as  civil  than  criminal  offences,  perhaps 
for  this  reason,  in  the  case  of  goods  lost,  because  die 
party  is  not  much  aggrieved,  where  nothing  is  taken 
but  what  he  had  lost  before."  It  cannot,  indeed,  be 
doubted,  that,  if  at  this  day  the  punishment  of  death 
was  assigned  to  larceny,  and  usually  carried  into  effiset, 
the  appropriation  of  lost  goods  would  never  have  been 
held  to  constitute  that  offence,  and  it  is  certain  that  the 
alteration  of  punishment  cannot  alter  the  definitimi  of 
the  offence.  To  prevent,  however,  the  taking  of  goods 
from  being  larceny,  it  is  essential  that  they  should  be 
presumably  lost,  that  is,  that  they  should  be  taken  in 
such  a  place,  and  under  such  circumstances,  as  that  the 
owner  would  be  reasonably  presumed  by  the  taker  to 
have  abandoned  them,  or  at  least  not  to  know  where  to 
find  them.  Therefore,  if  a  horse  is  found  feeding  on 
an  open  common,  or  on  the  side  of  a  public  road,  or  a 
watch  found,  apparently  hidden,  in  a  hay-stack,  the 
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taking  of  these  would  be  larceny^  because  the  taker  had  1349^ 
BO  right  to  presuiue  that  the  owner  did  not  know  where 
to  find  them,  and,  consequently,  had  no  right  to  treat 
them  as  lost  goods.  In  the  present  case  there  is  no 
doubt  that  the  bank  note  was  lost :  the  owner  did  not 
know  where  to  find  it.  The  prisoner  reasonably  be- 
lieved it  to  be  lost  He  had  no  reason  to  know  to 
whom  it  belonged ;  and  therefore,  though  he  took  it 
with  the  intent,  not  of  taking  a  partial  or  temporary, 
but  the  entire  dominion  over  it,  the  act  of  taking  did 
not,  in  our  opinion,  constitute  the  crime  of  larceny. 
Whether  the  subsequent  appropriation  of  it  to  his 
own  use,  by  changing  it,  with  the  knowledge  at  that 
time  that  it  belonged  to  the  prosecutor,  does  amount  to 
that  crime,  will  be  ailerwards  considered. 

It  appears,  however,  that  goods  which  do  fall  within 
the  category  of  lost  goods,  and  which  the  taker  justiy 
believes  to  have  been  lost,  may  be  taken  and  converted 
so  as  to  constitute  the  crime  of  larceny,  when  the  party 
finding  may  be  presumed  to  know  the  owner  of  them, 
or  there  is  any  mark  upon  them  presumably  known  by 
him,  by  which  the  owner  can  be  ascertained.  Whether 
this  is  a  qualification  introduced  in  modem  times,  or 
which  always  existed,  we  need  not  determine.  It  may 
have  proceeded  on  the  construction  of  the  reason  of  the 
old  rule — qui^  dominus  rerum  non  apparet  ideo  cujus 
sunt  incertum  est,  and  the  rule  is  held  not  to  apply 
when  it  is  certain  who  is  the  owner ;  but  the  authorities 
are  many,  and  we  believe  this  qualification  has  been 
generaUy  adopted  in  px«ctice.  a^d  we  muat,  therefore, 
consider  it  to  be  the  established  law.  There  are  many 
reported  cases  on  this  subject :  some,  where  the  owner 
of  the  goods  may  be  presumed  to  be  known,  from  the 
circumstances  under  which  they  are  found.  Amongst 
these  are  mentioned  the  cases  of  articles  left  in  hackney 
coaches  by  passengers,  which  the  coachman  appropriates 

T  T  2 
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1849.  ^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^  pocket-book  found  in  a  coat  sent  to 
a  tailor  to  be  repaired^  and  abstracted  and  opened  by 
him.  In  these  cases  the  appropriation  has  been  held 
to  be  larceny-  Perhaps  these  cases  might  be  classed 
amongst  those  in  which  the  taker  is  not  justified  in 
concluding  that  the  goods  were  lost,  because  there  is 
little  doubt  he  must  have  believed  that  the  owner 
would  know  where  to  find  them  agun,  and  he  had  no 
pretence  to  consider  them  abandoned  or  derelict.  Some 
cases  appear  to  have  been  decided  on  the  ground  of 
bailment,  determined  by  breaking  bulk,  which  would 
constitute  a  trespass :  as  Wynne^s  case  (a).  But  it  seems 
difficult  to  apply  that  doctrine  which  belongs  to  bail- 
ment, where  a  special  property  is  acquired  by  contract, 
to  any  case  of  goods  merely  lost  and  found,  where  a 
special  property  is  acquired  by  finding.  The  appro- 
priation of  goods  by  the  finder  has  also  been  held  to  be 
larceny,  where  the  owner  could  be  found  out  by  some 
mark  on  them,  as  in  the  case  of  lost  notes,  cheques,  or 
"bills,  with  the  owner's  name  upon  them. 

This  subject  was  considered  in  the  case  of  Merry  v. 
Green  (&),  in  which  the  Court  of  Exchequer  acted  upon 
the  authority  of  these  decisions ;  and,  in  the  argument 
in  that  case,  difficulties  were  suggested,  whether  the 
crime  of  larceny  could  be  committed  in  the  case  of  a 
marked  article — a  cheque,  for  instance,  with  the  name 
of  the  owner  on  it»  where  a  person  originally  took  it  up^ 
intending  to  look  at  it  and  see  who  was  the  owner,  and 
then,  as  soon  as  he  knew  whose  it  was,  took  it  animo 
furandi;  as,  in  order  to  constitute  a  larceny,  the 
taking  must  be  a  trespass :  and  it  was  asked  when,  in 
such  a  case,  the  trespass  was  committed?  In  answer 
to  that  inquiry,  the  dictum  attributed  to  me  in  the 
report  was  used,  that,  in  such  a  case,  the  trespass  must 

(a)  2  East,  P.  C.  664.  (b)  7  M.  &  W.  623. 
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be  taken  to  have  been  committed,  not  when  he  took  it  1349, 
up  to  look  at  it  and  see  whose  it  was,  but  afterwards, 
when  he  appropriated  it  to  his  own  use  animo  furandi. 
It  is  quite  a  mistake  to  suppose,  as  Mr.  Greavea  has 
done,  (in  Kuss.  on  Crimes,  vol.  2,  p.  14),  that  I  meant 
to  lay  down  the  proposition  in  the  general  terms  con- 
tained in  the  extract  from  the  report  of  the  case  in  7  M. 
&  W.,  which,  taken  alone,  seems  to  be  applicable  to 
every  case  of  finding  unmarked,  as  well  as  marked  pro- 
perty. It  was  meant  to  apply  to  the  latter  only.  The 
result  of  these  authorities  is,  that  the  rule  of  law  on  this 
subject  seems  to  be,  that,  if  a  man  find  goods  that  have 
been  actually  lost,  or  are  reasonably  supposed  by  him  to 
have  been  lost,  and  appropriates  them,  with  the  intent 
to  take  the  entire  dominion  over  them,  reidly  believing, 
when  he  takes  them,  that  the  owner  cannot  be  found,  it 
is  not  larceny ;  but,  if  he  takes  them  with  the  like 
intent,  though  lost,  or  reasonably  supposed  to  be  lost, 
but  reasonably  believing  that  the  owner  can  be  found, 
it  is  larceny. 

In  applying  this  rule,  as,  indeed,  in  the  application  of 
all  fixed  rules,  questions  of  some  nicety  may  arise ;  but 
it  will  be  generally  ascertained  whether  the  person  ac- 
cused had  reasonable  belief  that  the  owner  could  be 
found,  by  evidence  of  his  previous  acquaintance  with 
the  ownership  of  the  particular  chattel^  the  place  where 
it  is  found,  or  the  nature  of  the  mark  upon  it.  In  some 
cases  it  woidd  be  apparent;  in  others,  appear  only  after 
examination.  It  would  probably  be  presumed,  that  the 
taker  would  examine  the  chattel,  as  an  honest  man 
ought  to  do,  at  the  time  of  taking  it ;  and,  if  he  did  not 
restore  it  to  the  owner,  the  jury  might  conclude  that  he 
took  it,  when  he  took  complete  |)os6ession  of  it  animo 
furandi.  The  mere  taking  it  up  to  look  at  it,  could  not 
be  a  taking  possession  of  the  chattel. 

To  apply  these  rules  to  the  present  case :  the  first  taking 
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1849.  did  not  amount  to  larceny^  because  the  note  was  reaQj 
lost,  and  there  was  no  mark  on  it,  or  other  circumstance, 
to  indicate  then  who  was  the  owner,  or  that  he  might 
be  found,  nor  any  evidence  to  rebut  the  presumption 
that  would  arise  from  the  finding  of  the  note  as  proved, 
that  he  believed  the  owner  could  not  be  found ;  and 
therefore,  the  ori^nal  taking  was  not  felonious ;  and,  if 
the  prisoner  had  changed  the  note,  or  otherwise  disposed 
of  it,  before  notice  of  the  title  of  the  real  owner,  he 
clearly  would  not  have  been  punishable:  but,  afber  the 
prisoner  was  in  possession  of  the  note,  the  owner  became 
known  to  him,  and  he  then  appropriated  it  animo 
furandi ;  and  the  point  to  be  decided  ^is,  whether  that 
was  a  felony.  Upon  this  point,  we  have  felt  con- 
siderable doubt. 

K  he  had  taken  the  chattel  innocently,  and  afterwaxds 
appropriated  it,  without  knowledge  of  the  ownership,  it 
would  not  have  been  larceny ;  nor  would  it,  we  think, 
if  he  had  done  so  knowing  who  was  the  owner,  for  he 
had  the  lawful  possession  in  both  cases ;  and  the  con- 
version would  not  have  been  a  trespass  in  either.  But 
here  the  original  taking  was  not  innocent  in  one  sense; 
and  the  question  is,  does  that  make  a  difierenoe? 
We  think  not.  It  was  dispunishable,  as  we  have  already 
decided;  and  though  the  possession  was  accompanied 
by  a  dishonest  intent,  it  was  still  a  lawful  possession, 
and  good  against  all  but  the  real  owner;  and  the  sub- 
sequent conversion  was  not,  therefore,  a  trespass  in 
this  case  more  than  the  others,  and  consequently  no 
larceny. 

We  therefore  think  the  conviction  was  wrong. 

Conviction  reversed. 
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1849. 

The  Queen  v.  Brisbt.  j^g,^  2. 

X  HIS  was  an  indictment  for  disobeying  on  order  of  Under  the  sut. 
justices,  dated  the  6th  of  May,  1848,  and  was  tried  at  ioi,an  ordw* 
the  Epiphany  Sussex  Sessions,  at  Petworth.    The  de-  |j^^S[^^''4g 
fendant  was  found  guilty,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  ^toe  of  it,  was 

^~  •      M 11       •  iQBde  end  sfter* 

Court  on  the  following  case : —  wards  super- 

On  the  1st  of  January,  1848,  Sarah  HoUist  obtained  ^^! 
an  order  (a)  of  the  justices  against  the  defendant^  as  the  ^'^^^'  ^^ 
putative  father  of  her  bastard  child.  appiicatton,  a 

This  order  was  served  upon  the  defendant^  but  no  ^!Lade/^ 
payment  was  made  by  him  under  it  tSrewas^ 

On  the  28th  of  April,  in  the  same  year,  the  justices  appeal:^ 
who  had  made  the  <»rder  <^  the]lst  of  January,  executed  the  second 
a  supersedeas  of  the  same  under  their  hands  and  seala  ^li^i^dict^' 
This  supersedeas  was  indorsed  on  the  said  order  of  the  ^}  ^^^  ^^• 

/»    T  1  •       1       /^  11      •  1  bcdience  to 

1st  of  Jimuary,  and  was  m  the  following  words: —  such  order  was 
^^  Whereas  it  doth  now  appear  unto  us,  George  Wynd-  ^^ 
ham  and  John  Luttman  Ellis,  Esquires,  the  justices  of 
the  peace  above  named,  that  the  order  above  set  forth  is, 
by  reason  of  certain  errors  therein  and  omissions  there- 
from, invalid  according  to  kw;  and  beii^  advised  by 
counsel  that  such  order  is  so  invalid,  we  do,  therefore, 
hereby  absolutely  and  irrevocably  supersede^  annul,  and 
make  void  the  sidd  order.  Given  under  our  hands  and 
seals  this  28th  of  April,  1848.— George  Wyndham, 
(u  8.),  J.  L,  EUis,  (l.  s).'' 

This  supersedeas  was,  on  the  same  day,  served  upon 
the  defendant,  and  a  tender  was  made  him,  but  de- 
dined,  of  a  sum  sufficient  to  cover  all  the  costs  actually 
incurred  by  him  in  consequence  of  the  said  first  order. 

(a)  This  order  stated  that  the  evidence  was  taken  in  hia  pre- 

putative  Either  had  been  sum-  sence  and  hearing:  those  words 

moned,  but  it  did  not  appear  were  stmck  out. 
on  the  face  of  the  ordcr^  that  the 
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1840.  On  the  following  day,  the  29th  of  Aprils  Saiah 

The  QuBBN  Ho^s^  made  another  complaint^  and  a  fresh  summons 
V.  ^as  thereupon  issued  agsunst  the  defendant,  requiring 

him  to  appear  at  a  pettj  sessions  of  the  peace  holden  on 
the  6th  of  May,  to  answer  such  comphdnt  of  the  same 
Sarah  HoUist,  respecting  the  same  bastard  child.  The 
justice  who  granted  the  said  summons  was  one  of  the 
justices  who  made  the  said  first  order  and  executed  the 
said  supersedeas. 

The  defendant  protested  against  the  justices  at  such 
last-mentioned  petty  sesnons  having  jurisdiction  to  hear 
and  adjudicate  upon  the  said  complaint  of  the  said  Sarah 
Hollist  against  him,  as  there  had  already  been  a  judicial 
hearing  and  adjudication  by  a  competent  tribunal  on  the 
same,  and  as  the  said  order  of  the  1st  of  January,  touch- 
ing the  same  subject-matter,  was  still  in  existence. 

The  justices— one  of  them  being  the  same  Mr.  Ellis 
who  had  made  the  former  order  and  supersedeas,  and 
who  had  issued  the  last  summons— considering  that  they 
had  jurisdiction,  made  another  order  agsunst  the  defend- 
ant, upon  the  sidd  complaint  of  the  siud  Sarah  Hoi* 
list  in  respect  of  the  said  bastard  child,  which  said  last- 
mentioned  order  the  defendant  was  indicted  for  disobey- 
ing. 

This  order  was  duly  served  upon  the  defendant,  who 
refused  to  pay  under  it. 

All  the  facts  were  admitted  on  the  trial ;  but  it  was 
contended,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  that  the  second 
order  was  made  without  jurisdiction,  as  there  had  been 
a  previous  judicial  hearing  and  adjudication  on  the  same 
subject-matter,  and  a  previous  order  made  thereon,  and 
which,  at  tiie  time  of  the  making  of  the  second  order, 
had  not  been  quashed  on  appeal,  but  was  still  in  exist- 
ence. It  was  argued  for  tiie  prosecution,  that,  as  the 
first  order  was  an  invalid  one,  (which  was  admitted  by 
the  prisoner's  counsel)  and  had  been  duly  superseded. 
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and  aa  a  sufficient  tender  of  all  coets  occamoned  by  It        ]g49. 
had  been  made  to  the  defendant  before  the  summons    Ji  ^     ^ 

The  Queen 

for  the  second  order  was  issued,  the  justices  had  juris^  ^  v, 
diction  to  make  the  second  order,  notwithstanding  there 
had  been  a  former  one  on  the  same  subject-matter.  If 
the  Court  should  be  of  this  opinion,  the  verdict  of 
"  Guilty"  is  to  stand ;  if  not,  the  verdict  is  to  be  set 
aside,  and  one  of  ''Not  Guilty"  entered. 

Creasy,  for  the  defendant. — ^The  defendant  is  indicted 
for  disobedience  to  an  order  in  bastardy,  and  the  indict- 
ment faik,  because,  when  such  order  was  made,  a  pre- 
vious order,  between  the  same  parties,  and  relative  to 
the  same  subject-matter,  was  in  existence.  The  case 
finds,  that  the  first  order  was  superseded ;  but  although 
magistrates  have  the  power  to  supersede  orders  of  re- 
moval, it  has  not  yet  been  held  that  they  have  power 
to  supersede  orders  in  bastardy.  Unless  the  first  order 
was  disposed  of  by  some  process  known  to  the  law,  as 
by  appeal  or  certiorari,  it  still  remains  in  existence,  so 
as  to  deprive  the  magistrates  of  their  jurisdiction  to 
make  a  second  order.  In  Regina  v.  HtnchUff{a\  the 
Court  refiised  a  mandamus  to  compel  magistrates  to 
entertain  a  second  application.  Assuming  that  the  ma- 
gistrates had  power  to  supersede  the  first  order,  still  the 
power  given  by  the  stat.  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101,  is  exhausted 
by  the  first  application :  Paley  on  Convictions,  14,  (ed. 
1827);  Rex  v.  SaxrUburyib).  Under  the  stat.  4  &  5 
WilL  4,  c  76,  8.  72,  a  second  application  could  not  be 
made,  nor  was  it  intended  by  the  subsequent  statutes,  3 
&  4  Vict  c  85,  7  &  8  Tict  c  101,  and  8  Vict  c.  10, 
that  a  person  should  be  harassed  by  repeated  applica- 
tions of  this  sort  After  the  case  had  been  heard,  and 
an  order  made,  the  magistrates  were  functi  officio.    In 

(a)  10  Q.  B.  R.  dfi6.  {h)  4  T.  R.  451. 
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1849.         Regma  v.  The  Justices  of  Buckinghamshire  {a\  the  qneft- 
Th6  QusBN    ^^^  ^^  treated  as  matter  of  eyidence ;  but  in  the  older 
V.  i^aseB  it  was  treated  as  matter  of  juriedictioii:  Rex  y. 

Smith(b) ;  Rex  v.  Tenant  (e) ;  PridgearCs  case (<2) ;  and 
m  Rex  ^.  Lomas{e\  Hall,  C.  J.,  seemed  to  treat  an  order 
in  bastardy  as  being  in  the  nature  of  a  conyiction.  The 
magistrates  haye  no  power  to  supersede  the  allowance 
of  a  poor-rate  or  the  appointment  of  oyerseers :  Barons 
y.  Luscombe  (/) ;  nor  haye  they  power  to  alter  a  rate 
already  made :  Rex  y.  The  Justices  of  Cheshire  (g).  It 
would  be  productive  of  great  inoonyenience  if  magis- 
trates»  after  making  an  order,  were  afterwards  allowed 
to  decide  such  order  to  be  invalid  on  the  &ce  of  it. 

J.  J.  Johnson,  for  the  prosecution. — This  case  has,  in 
effect,  been  decided  by  Regina  y.  The  Justices  ofBuck-- 
inghamshire  (A).  If  the  magistrates  have  power  to 
supersede  an  order  in  bastardy,  they  haye  done  so  by 
a  valid  instrument ;  and  the  case  is  analogous  to  orders 
of  removal,  where  they  clearly  have  the  power :  Regina 
y.  7%^  Justices  of  the  West  Riding{i) ;  Regina  v.  8l  Pan- 
cras{k);  and  in  M'Dougal  y.  NichoUs{l)y  it  was  held, 
that  a  person  might  abandon  an  order  made  by  a  judge 
at  chambers.  The  first  order  is  adnutted  to  be  invalid, 
and  there  was  no  appeal  against  the  second.  It  seems 
admitted,  in  Rex  y.  Jenkin  (th),  that  a  second  application 
in  bastardy  may  be  made ;  and  in  that  case  it  is  ex- 
pressly said,  that  the  power  given  to  justices  is  treated 
as  an  authority  to  them  to  make  orders,  and  not  as 
giving  them  a  jurisdiction  to  convict  or  acquit  the  par- 

(a)  2  Ante,  p.  500.  {h)  Ante,  p.  500. 

[b)  2  Bnbt.  342.  (t )  2  ti.  B.  R.  705. 
(e)  2  Ld.  Raym.  1428.  {k)  S  Q.  B.  R.  3«7. 
\d)  Sir  W.  Jones,  330.  (/)  3  A.  &  £. 813. 

\e)  Comb.  289.  (m)  Cas.  temp.  Lord  Hard- 

(/)  3  A.  &  E,  589.  wick,  301. 

Ig)  5  B.  &  Ad.  439. 
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tied.  If;  according  to  the  old  authorities,  thia  ia  to  be  1849. 
treated  aa  a  matter  of  juriadiotion,  the  argument  must 
be,  that,  under  no  droumstaQces,  can  a  second  applica- 
tion be  made,  whether  on  the  first  occasion  an  order 
was  made  or  not*  The  cases  dted  merely  go  to  shew 
that  aperson  should  not  be  twice  in  peril;  but  here  the 
order  was  bad  on  the  face  of  it,  and  therefore  could  not 
be  enforced.  In  the  cases  referred  to  of  the  poor-rate, 
or  appointment  of  overaeers,  the  instrument  was  good 
on  the  face  of  it ;  and  the  act  of  the  magistrate  was 
ministerial,  affecting  the  whole  parish.  There  is  nothing 
in  the  stat  7  &  8  Vict,  c  101,  to  prevent  a  second  ap- 
plication ;  it  merely  specifies  the  time  within  which  such 
application  should  be  made, 

Creasjfy  in  reply* — In.  Begina  v.  St  Pancras,  the 
CSourt  said,  that  an  order  of  removal  was  merely  a  war- 
rant to  parish  officers  to  take  the  pauper  to  the  parish 
indicated,  and  that  parish  may  in  their  discretion  ab- 
stain from  carrying  it  into  execution ;  and  the  late  stat. 
9  &  10  Vict,  c  66,  calls  it  a  warrant  of  removaL  It 
is,  therefore,  not  analogous  to  an  order  in  bastardy. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — I  am  of  opinion,  that,  on  first 
principles,  the  first  order  was  void,  and  that  the  magis- 
trates were  free  to  make  a  fresh  order,  for  disobedience 
to  which  the  defendant  was  properiy  convicted, 

Pabkb,  B.— The  stat.  7  &  8  Vict,  c  101,  does  not 
confine  the  power  to  any  two  magistrates ;  it  gives  a 
general  juris^ction  to  mi^trates ;  and  if  one  set  of 
magistrates  decline  to  make  an  order,  I  think  the  woman 
may  apply  to  others.  The  power  given  by  the  statute 
is  not  like  that  given  by  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  which 
confines  it  to  the  next  quarter-sessions  after  the  child 
shall  have  become  chargeable.   If  the  first  order  is  such 
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18^.  that  it  cannot  be  enforced,  I  think  it  may  be  treated  as 
The  QuBBN  ^  nullity;  and,  when  the  second  application  was  made, 
the  party  applying  was  in  the  same  situation  as  if  the 
first  set  of  magistrates  had  refused  altogether  to  draw 
up  an  order,  or,  when  drawn  up,  had  refiised  to  sign  it. 
I  do  not  give  any  opinion  upon  the  case  of  Begina  t. 
The  Justices  of  Buckinfflutmskire,  but,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  present  case,  I  do  not  see  any  reason 
why  the  magistrates  should  not  have  made  a  second 
order. 

Patteson,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  first 
order  seems  admitted  to  be  invalid,  and  may,  I  think, 
be  treated  as  waste  paper.  I  am  not  at  present  pre- 
pared to  say,  that  if  an  application  is  made  to  one  set 
of  ma^trates,  and  they,  after  hearing  the  evidence, 
say  that  the  man  is  not  the  father,  that  the  woman  can 
again  come  before  magistrates  and  make  a  second  appli- 
cation. The  first  order  was  here  a  nullity,  and  is,  there- 
fore, as  if  no  order  had  been  made,  and  not  like  a  case 
where  magistrates  had  heard  the  evidence  and  dismissed 
the  case. 

CoLTMAN,  J.,  concurred. 

Williams,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opimon.  The  first 
order  not  being  capable  of  being  enforced,  by  reason  of 
the  defects  appearing  on  the  face  of  it,  I  do  not  see  any 
reason  why  the  magistrates  should  not  proceed  to  make 
a  fresh  order. 

Conviction  affirmed. 
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The  Queen  v.  Blane.  -^ww^  13. 

WO  orders  were  removed  into  this  court  by  certio-  An  order  in 


rari:  one  an  order  made  by  P.  Bingham,  Esq,  one  of  KlST* 
the  metropolitan  poUce  magistrates,  adjudging  the  de-  ^^am" 
fendant  to  be  the  putative  father  of  a  bastard  child,  ^p  ^hroBd  of 

.  a  ftgftign  wo* 

bom  of  Barbe  Sophie  Metz,  and  ordering  him  to  pay  a  man. 
weekly  sum  for  the  support  of  such  child;  the  other, 
an  order  of  sessions,  confirming  the  first  order,  with 
costs.    A  rule  nisi  t^  afterwards  obtained  to  shew 
cause  why  these  orders  should  not  be  quashed. 

It  appeared  by  the  affidavits,  that  the  mother  of  the 
child  was  an  unmarried  French  woman,  who  came  to 
England  in  1845,  and  soon  afterwards  became  acquainted 
with  the  defendant.  In  March,  1848,  being  pregnant,  she 
went  to  France  for  six  weeks,  and  was  there  confined.  The 
defendant  having  declined  to  provide  for  the  child,  on 
the  13th  of  June,  1848,  she  obtained  a  summons,  under 
the  Stat  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101,  against  the  defendant,  from 
Mr.  Broderip,  a  metropolitan  magistrate,  in  whose  dis- 
trict she  was  then  living.  Upon  its  being  made  to  appear 
to  the  magistrate  that  the  mother  was  a  French  woman, 
that  the  child  was  bom  in  France,  and  that  the  child 
was  then  in  France,  he  discharged  the  summons.  The 
child  was  afterwards  brought  from  France,  and  a  sum- 
mons having  been  granted  by  Mr.  Bingham,  the  case  was 

VOL.  iiL  ij  u  N.  a  a 
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1849.        heard  on  the  12th  of  October,  1848.    It  was  then  ob- 
IHieQuBBH    jccted,  that  Mr.  Bingham  had  no  jurisdiction,  because 
^  ^'  the  child  was  bom  abroad,  and  also  because  the  case 

had  been  already  adjudicated  on  by  Mr.  Broderip.  The 
case  was  adjourned;  and  on  the  9th  of  November  an 
order  was  made  in  the  usual  form,  adjudicating  the  de- 
fendant to  be  the  putative  father,  and  ordering  him  to 
pay  so  much  per  week  for  the  support  of  the  child.  This 
order  was  confirmed  on  appeal  at  the  Middlesex  Januaiy 
quarter  sessions,  1 849. 

Parry  and  Joseph  Brown  now  shewed  cause. — ^The 
question  arises,  whether  a  child  born  abroad  of  a  foreign 
unmarried  woman,  can  be  affiliated  in  this  country  on 
an  English  father.  The  principle  of  the  English  law  of 
bastardy  is,  that  the  woman  must  support  her  bastard 
child;  and  in  case  of  her  inability  to  do  so,  the  putative 
father  becomes  liable.  The  stat  7  &  8  Vict  a  101, 
which  repeals  the  stat  4  &  5  Will  4,  c.  76,  relative  to 
bastardy,  contains  very  general  terms.  The  words  are, 
"  Any  single  woman  who  may  be  with  child,  or  who 
may  be  delivered  of  a  child,  after  the  passing  of  this 
act"  [Coleridge,  J. — There  does  not  appear  to  be  any 
allegation  on  these  affidavits,  that  the  child  is  a  bastard 
according  to  the  law  of  France.  A  person  may  be  In- 
timate according  to  the  law  of  Scotland,  and  illegitimate 
according  to  the^aw  of  England.  Erie,  J. — May  it  not 
be  said  that  there  has  been  an  adjudication  by  the  ses- 
sions that  this  child  is  a  bastard;  and  being  such  bas- 
tard, whether  the  question  asked  us  is  not  whether  such 
bastard  can  be  the  subject  of  an  order  of  affiliation?]  A 
foreigner  resident  in  this  country  is,  for  the  time  being, 
in  much  the  same  situation  as  an  English  subject  The 
English  poor  laws  have  been  held  to  extend  to  foreigners. 
In  Rex  V.  EasOxoume{d)  it  was  held,  that  a  foreigner 

(a)  4  l&Mk,  103. 
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mi^i  gain  a  eettlemetit  in  England  by  renting  a  tene-  i849. 
ment  It  is  there  said  by  Lord  SUenhorough — '^  As  to 
there  being  no  obligation  for  maintaining  poor  foreigners 
before  the  statutes  ascertaining  the  different  methods  of 
acquiring  settlements,  the  law  of  humanity,  which  is 
anterior  to  all  positive  laws,  obliges  us  to  afford  them  re- 
lief to  save  them  from  starving."  The  observations  there 
made  with  respect  to  the  parents  of  legitimate  children 
are  equally  applicable  to  the  parents  of  illegitimate  chil- 
dren. The  birth  of  the  child  in  a  foreign  country  is  a 
matter  of  accident  not  contemplated  by  the  legislature, 
the  primary  object  being  the  maintenance  of  the  child. 
Jurisdiction  is  given  to  the  justices  as  soon  as  the  woman 
is  pregnant  The  statute  gives  her  power  to  institute 
proceedings  before  the  birth  of  the  child.  The  cause  of 
c<Mnplaint,  therefore,  arose  wholly  in  this  country.  The 
remedy  given  to  the  woman  is  in  the  nature  of  a  civil 
right;  and  in  Mostyn  v.  Fabriga8{a),  the  action  was 
maintained,  although  the  injury  and  damage  happened 
abroad.  The  Court  would  be  disposed,  from  motives  of 
humanity,  to  put  a  liberal  construction  on  the  stat 
7  &  8  Vict  c.  101.  In  Regina  v.  CoUingwood(b),  the  sta- 
tute was  held  to  extend  to  bastards  born  of  married 
women,  although  bastards  bom  of  single  women  are 
those  specifically  mentioned. 

Pashiey  (with  whom  was  Maynard)^  in  support  of 
the  rule. — ^The  Court  will  not  extend  the  bastardy  laws 
by  implication  to  the  case  of  all  bastards  bom  out  of 
England^  whose  mothers  may  think  fit  to  come  and  re- 
side in  a  petty  sessional  division  in  an  English  county. 
K  so,  a  Frenchman  may  be  made  to  pay  a  weekly  al- 
lowance to  a  Frenchwoman  by  whom  he  has  had  a 
child  bom  out  of  wedlock,  although  such  child  may 
have  been  legitimated  subsequent  to  its  birth,  and  be- 

(a)  Cowp.  161.  (b)  Ante,  p.  252. 
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1849.  fore  its  mother  applies  for  an  order  under  the  En^ish 
law  of  bastardy.  Such  legitimation  takes  place  in  var 
rious  wajs  in  different  countries,  where  much  of  the 
existing  legislation  is  derived  from  the  civil  law,  and 
the  status  of  a  natural  child,  so  legitimated,  is,  in  many 
respects,  equal  to  that  of  a  child  bom  in  wedlock 
[Lord  Dewnujm,  C.  J. — ^You  say  that  every  child  has  an 
inchoate  legitimacy  about  him,  and  may  be  made  legi- 
timate by  the  subsequent  act  of  the  parents  in  other 
countries]  Yes:  at  least  all  the  naturales  filii  of  the 
civilians  may  be  so  acknowledged  and  Intimated.  But 
the  varied  subdivisions  of  bastards  in  foreign  countries 
again  shew  manifestly  that  the  English  legislation  was 
meant  for  England  only.  By  the  civilians  we  find  enu- 
merated as  naturales  filii,  the  children  of  persons  who 
might  have  married  (soluti  ex  soluta),  the  adulterini, 
the  incestuosi,  the  nefarii,  and  the  sacnlegiosL  The 
effect  of  what  the  justice  finds  by  this  order  is,  that  the 
child  is  a  bastard,  according  to  the  law  of  England.  It 
cannot  be  intended  that  the  justice  has  inquired  into 
the  law  of  the  country  of  the  child's  birth;  and,  whe- 
ther he  has  done  so  or  not,  it  is  submitted,  that  to  do 
it  is  beyond  his  authority,  and  that  the  legislature 
never  intended  him  to  enter  upon  any  such  inquiry. 
It  would  be  likely  to  involve  questions,  for  dealing  with 
which  justices  of  the  peace  would  be  little  qualified. 
For  instance,  the  same  question  might  arise  as  lately 
caused  much  discussion  in  the  House  of  Lords  (a),  whe- 
ther a  witness  tendered  was  sufficiently  peritus  virtute 
officii  to  be  competent  to  prove  the  law  of  marriage  of 
a  foreign  country.     [He  was  stopped  by  the  Court] 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — ^We  are  all  clearly  of  opinion, 
that  children  bom  out  of  this  country,  and  more  parti- 
cularly of  foreign  women, — ^though  that,  perhaps,  cannot 

(a)  Refemng  to  Tke  Susaex  Peeragecam^  11  C.  h  F.  86, 117, 131 
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make  any  difference, — ^are  not  the  subject  of  the  sta-  1849. 
tutes  in  this  country  relative  to  bastardy.  It  never 
was  intended  that  children  bom  in  France  should  be 
charged  on  parishes  in  England;  nor  that  the  mother 
should  be  entitled  to  call  upon  the  father  here  for  the 
maintenance  of  such  children.  It  never  was  intended 
by  the  legislature  to  give  such  jurisdiction.  The  laws 
of  humanity  are  not  infringed  by  this  decision,  because 
every  person  in  this  country,  whether  English  or  fo- 
reign, is  entitled  to  support  as  casual  poor. 

CoLEBiDGE,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion. 
It  should  be  remembered,  that  the  sections  of  the  act 
which  we  are  now  to  construe,  are  part  of  a  system  intro- 
duced in  substitution  of  a  former  system.  The  act  of 
Parliament  itself  relates  to  the  maintenance  of  the  poor; 
it  is  an  amendment  of  the  law  for  the  maintenance  of 
the  poor,  and,  as  part  of  that,  we  must  look  to  the  former 
system  respecting  children  bom  bastards.  The  founda- 
tion of  that  system  was  the  burthen  that  was  cast  on 
parishes,  and  the  principal  object,  (I  cannot  say  the  only 
one),  was  to  make  an  order  for  the  relief  of  the  parish; 
and  in  the  former  statute,  (18  Eliz.  c.  3),  the  being  born 
in  the  parish,  was,  as  would  be  expected,  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  statute  coming  into  operation  at  alL 
Now,  that  being  borne  in  mind,  we  come  to  the  words 
of  the  Stat  4  &  5  Will  4,  c.  76,  s.  71,  which  are, 
"  that  every  child  which  shall  be  bom  a  bastard,  after 
the  passing  of  this  act,  shall  have  and  follow  the  settle- 
ment of  the  mother.'^  I  think  nobody  can  doubt  that 
the  reasonable  interpretation  of  that  statute  was,  that  the 
legislature  was  dealing  with  bastards,  in  the  same  sense 
as  the  legislature  had  been  dealing  with  them  under  the 
former  statute, — that  of  bastards  bom  in  a  particular 
parish  in  this  country,  and  bringing  a  burthen  by  their 
birth  on  the  parish  in  which  they  were  bom;  and  it 


$02  ^S^W  SB86I0KS  GASES, 

1849.  appears  to  me,  that,  remembering  this,  and  looking  also 
at  the  provisions  which  follow,  regarding  the  expense 
of  the  birth,  and  the  expense  of  the  maintenance  for  & 
certain  limited  period  of  time,  the  present  statute  has 
reference  to  the  same  subject-matter,  and  that  it  is  rear 
sonable  to  suppose,  that  when  the  legislature  used  the 
term  ^'  bastard,^'  thej  used  it  in  a  sense,  of  which  all 
the  legal  incidents  are  well  known  to  the  law;  whereas, 
if  we  were  to  take  the  word  bastard  as  having  a  g^ieral 
reference  to  bastardy  all  over  the  world,  it  lets  in  an  im«- 
mense  inquiry,  both  as  to  the  status  of  the  child,  relation 
being  had  to  the  particular  country  where  the  child  was 
bom,  and  the  rights  of  the  child,  and  the  remedies  that 
might  or  might  not  exist  against  the  father  or  mother 
in  that  country.  All  these  inquiries  would  have  to  be 
gone  into,  and  they  seem  to  me  to  be  quite  intermin- 
able. 

Eble,  J. — It  appears  to  me  also,  that  it  is  our  duty  to 
quash  these  orders.  It  is  stated  in  the  case,  that  this  is 
the  child  of  a  foreign  woman,  and  that  the  child  was 
bom  abroad.  It  was  therefore  a  question  to  be  ascer- 
tained by  the  law  of  the  country  where  that  child  was 
bom,  whether  it  was  a  bastard,  and  if  bastard,  what  were 
its  rights  in  consequence  of  its  having  that  character. 
It  appears  to  me  to  be  perfectly  clear,  that  this  statute, 
relating  to  bastardy,  never  contemplated  going  into  that 
inquiiy;  and  on  this  ground  it  seems  to  me  that  there 
was  no  jurisdiction  to  make  the  order  in  question. 

Rule  absolute 
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FuLLBK  V.  Brown  and  Another. 


JuneSl. 


X  RESP ASS  for  assault  and  false  imprisonment.   Plea  whereapenon 
— Not  guilty  by  statute.    At  the  trial,  before  Parke,  B.,  victed*mte 
at  the  Summer  Assizes  for  the  county  of  Cambridge,  1 848,  ^  ^  *  ^oo 
it  appeared  that  the  action  was  brought  against  the  de-  b.  84,  and  com- 
fendants,  one  of  whom  was  mayor  and  the  other  an  i^  justices  of 
alderman,  of  the  borough  of  Cambridge,  to  recover  da-  ^ey^'j^^ 
mages  for  having  committed  the  plaintiff  to  prison  un-  ^y  t^o  «»jyo- 
der  stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  34  (a).    The  plaintiff  put  whidi  had  been 
in  evidence  the  warrant  of  commitment,  signed  by  the  sessions,  but  ° 
defendants,  and  dated  the  3rd  September,  1847,  under  *^y^^^"r 
which  he  was  taken  into  custody,  and  imprisoned  until  «»  action  of 

tretpassand 
fiUfle  imprison- 
.  ment  broi^ht  against  them  by  such  person^  they  might  rely  on  both  the  oonvictions. 

The  fint  conyiction  n^atived  that  the  water  ran  through  land  adjoining  or  belonging  to  the 
dwelling-house  of  the  complainant : — 

Mdd  sufficient,  and  that  it  need  not  negative  that  tiie  water  ran  through  land  adjoining  or  be- 
longing to  the  dwelling-house  of  any  other  person,  being  the  owner,  or  having  the  right  of  fishing 
therein. 

Where  a  complainant  had  a  right  of  fishery  under  a  lease  from  the  mayor,  aldennen,  and  bur- 
gesses of  the  borough  of  Cambridge,  under  the  corporate  seal,  in  which  was  contained  a  proviso^ 
that  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  councillors  for  the  time  being  might  fish  at  their  firee  will  and 
pleasure,  but  the  lease  had  not  been  executed,  nor  any  counterpart,  by  the  lessee : — 

Hddy  that  the  justices,  one  of  whom  was  mayor,  and  the  otiier  an  alderman  of  the  boroudi, 
were  not  disqualified  from  hearing  and  deciding  the  complaint  by  reason  of  any  interest  in  ue 
matter. 


(a)  7  <k  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  8.  34, 
enacts,  ''That  if  any  person  shall 
unlawfully  and  wilfully  take  or 
destroy  any  fish  in  any  water 
which  shall  run  through  or  be 
in  any  land  adjoining  or  belong- 
ing to  the  dwelling-house  of  any 
person  being  the  owner  of  such 
water,  or  havingarightof  fishery 
therein,  every  such  offender  shall 
be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and 
being  convicted  thereof,  shall  be 
punished  accordingly;  and  if  any 
person  shall  unlawfuUy  and  wil- 
fully take  or  destroy,  or  attempt 
to  take  or  destroy,  any  fish  in 


any  water  not  being  such  aa 
aforesaid,  but  which  shall  be  pri- 
vate property,  or  in  which  there 
shall  be  any  private  right  of 
fishery,  every  such  offender  be- 
ing convicted  thereof  before  a 
justice  of  the  peace,  shall  forfeit 
and  pay,  over  and  above  the  value 
of  the  fish  taken  or  destroyed,  (if 
any),  such  sum  of  money,  not  ex- 
ceeding 5^.,  as  to  the  justice  shall 
seem  meet:  Provided  always, 
that  nothing  hereinbefore  con- 
tained shaU  extend  to  any  per- 
son angling  in  the  day  time." 
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1849.        he  had  paid  the  sum  of  52.  12«.  Sd.    The  plaintiff  also 
put  in  two  deeds,  by  the  first  of  which,  dated  3rd  Febru- 
ary, 1842,  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses  of  the 
town  and  borough  of  Cambridge  demised,  under  the 
corporate  seal,  to  James  Nutter,  certain  fishings  in  the 
river  Cam  for  the  term  of  forty  years,  with  a  proviso 
that  it  should  and  might  be  law&l  for  the  said  mayor, 
aldermen,  and  councillors  of  the  said  borough  for  the 
time  being  to  fiish  and  catch  fish  in  the  waters  and  fish- 
ings thereby  demised,  at  any  time  or  times  during  the 
said  term,  at  their  free  will  and  pleasure,  without  any 
hindrance  or  interruption  whatever  from  the  said  James 
Nutter  or  his  assigns.     No  counterpart  was  proved,  nor 
was  the  lease  executed  by  the  lessee.    The  second  deed 
was  an  assignment  by  the  assignees  of  James  Nutter, 
who  had  become  bankrupt,  of  all  his  interest  to  Robert 
Page  Clayton  and  his  assigns.     The  conviction  was  ob- 
tained on  the  complaint  of  the  said  K  P.  Clayton ;  and 
it  appeared  that  the  deeds  had  been  produced  before  the 
justices,  but  it  was  left  in  doubt  whether  they  were  aware 
of  the  contents.    The  defendants  put  in  evidence  two 
convictions,  one  of  which  had  been  returned  to  the  ses- 
sions, but  the  other  had  not  been  returned  The  counsel 
for  the  plaintiff  objected  to  the  admissibility  of  the  one 
which  had  not  been  returned,  and  contended  that  the 
other  was  bad;   but  the  learned  judge  received  both. 
The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  then  contended  that  the 
convictions  were  coram  non  judice,  because,  by  the  terms 
*  of  the  lease,  a  right  to  fish  was  reserved  to  the  mayor, 
aldennen,  and  councillors,  and  therefore  that  the  de- 
fendants were  interested  in  the  matter.    The  learned 
judge  directed  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  defend- 
ants, stating  that,  in  his  opinion,  there  was  no  evidence 
to  shew  that  the  defendants  were  aware  of  the  reserva- 
tion. The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  tendered  a  bill  of  excep- 
tions, but  afterwards  abandoned  it;  and  in  Michaelmas 
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Tenn,  1848,  Byles,  Seijt,  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  two 
grounds: — 

1.  That  the  second  conviction,  which  had  not  been 
returned  to  the  sessions,  was  improperly  received  in 
evidence;  and  that  the  first  was  bad. 

2.  That  the  justices  were  interested  in  the  matter. 
The  second  conviction  was  in  the  following  form,  the 

words  within  the  brackets  indicating  the  amendments 
made  on  the  first : — 

Be  it  remembered,  that  on  the  3rd  day  of  September,  1847,  at  the 
Guildhall  of  and  within  the  borough  of  Cambridge  aforesaid,  Wil- 
liam  Fuller  is  conyicted  before  us,  Charles  Edward  Brown,  Esquire, 
mayor,  and  Rowland  Morris  Fawcett,  Esquire,  two  of  Her  Majesty's 
justices  of  the  peace  for  the  said  borough,  for  that  he  the  said 
William  Fuller,  on  the  10th  of  August  in  the  year  aforesaid,  at  the 
parish  of  Saint  Botolph,  in  the  borough  aforesaid,  in  a  certain  stream 
of  water  there  situate,  wherein  Robert  Page  Clayton  then  had  a 
private  right  of  fishery,  the  said  water  not  then  being  water  running 
through  or  being  in  any  land  adjoining  or  belonging  to  any  dwelling- 
house  of  the  said  Robert  Page  Clayton,  [or  of  any  other  person  be- 
ing the  owner  of  or  having  a  r^ht  of  fisheiy  therein],  four  fish 
called  gudgeons,  of  the  value  of  two-pence,  then  and  there  being 
found,  then  and  there  in  the  said  water  unlawfully  and  wilfully, 
and  otherwise  than  by  angling,  [that  is  to  say,  with  a  cast  net,] 
did  take,  without  the  consent  of  the  said  Robert  Page  Clayton,  [or 
of  any  other  person  being  the  owner,  or  having  a  right  of  fishing  the 
said  waters;]  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and 
provided.    And  we  the  said  justices  do  therefore  adjudge  the  said 
William  Fuller  for  his  said  offence  to  forfeit  and  pay  the  sum  of  5^. 
over  and  above  the  value  of  the  said  fish  so  taken  as  aforesaid,  and 
the  further  sum  of  two-pence,  being  the  value  of  the  said  fish,  and 
also  to  pay  the  sum  of  12«.  6<f.  for  costs,  and  in  default  of  immediate 
payment  of  the  said  sums,  to  be  imprisoned  in  the  house  of  correc- 
tion for  the  said  borough,  and  there  kept  to  hard  labour  for  the' 
space  of  one  calendar  month,  unless  the  said  sums  shall  be  sooner 
paid;  and  we  direct  that  the  said  sum  of  5^.  shall  be  paid  to  William 
Herring  Smith,  the  treasurer  of  the  said  borough,  [to  the  credit  and 
on  account  of  the  borough  fond  of  the  said  borough  of  Cambridge, 
in  which  the  said  offence  was  committed,]  to  be  by  him  applied 
according  to  the  directions  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and 
provided,  and  that  the  said  sum  of  two-pence  shaU  also  be  paid  to 
the  said  [treasurer,]  William  Herring  Smith,  [to  the  credit  and  on 
account  of  the  borough  fund  as  aforesaid,]  the  said  Robert  Pf^e 
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1840L  dayton  having  been  examined  in  proof  of  the  offsnoe  alorasaid^  to  be 
by  him  applied  in  manner  aforesaid ;  and  we  order  that  the  said  nmi 
of  128.  6d.  for  costs  shall  be  paid  to  the  said  Robert  Page  Clayton. 
Given  under  our  hands  and  seak  the  day  and  year  first  above 
written. 


O'MaUey  and  WorUedg^  now  shewed  cause  (a). — It  is 
admitted  that  the  second  conviction  is  good,  and  it  has 
been  decided  in  Charter  v.  Oreame(b),  that  both  convic- 
tions were  rightly  received  in  evidence.  As  to  the  other 
point,  the  grant  is  by  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  bur- 
gesses, but  the  reservation  is  to  the  mayor,  aldermen, 
and  coxmcillors.  The  reservation,  then,  is  not  to  the 
grantors,  and  therefore  is  not  good  as  a  reservation  or 
exception:  Wickham  v.  Hawker  (c),  Doe  d.  Douglas  v. 
Lock  (d).  It  might  be  good  as  a  re-grant  by  the  lessee, 
but  the  lessee  had  not  executed  the  lease,  nor  was  any 
counterpart  proved;  and  even  if  that  had  been  the  case, 
it  would  only  have  been  a  re-grant  to  the  mayor,  alder- 
men, and  councillors  for  the  time  being,  as  they  are  not 
a  corporate  body.  There  was  no  evidence  to  shew  that 
the  justices  knew  of  this  reservation,  even  if  it  gave 
them  any  interest 

Couch,  Naylor,  and  Metcalfe,  contrtL — In  Charter  v. 
Oreame  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  Court  to  decide 
that  the  second  conviction  was  receivable  in  evidence, 
because  it  was  held  that  both  the  convictions  were  bad. 
And  there  is  also  this  distinction,  that  in  that  case  both 
the  convictions  had  been  filed;  here,  the  one  which  is 
relied  on  has  not  been  returned  to  the  sessions.  The  first 
conviction  is  bad,  because  it  does  not  negative,  as  the 
other  does,  that  the  streamran  through  the  land  adjoining 

(a)  June  21.     Before    Lord  (J>)  Ante,  p.  382. 

Denman,  C.  J.,  Fatte$ony  Cole-         (c)  7  M.  &  W.  63. 
ridgty  and  Erie,  Js.  (^  2  A.  <fe  E.  743. 


TRINITY  VACATION,  12  VICT.  607 

the  dwelling-house  of  any  other  person  being  the  owner  i849. 
of  or  having  a  right  of  fishing  therein.  Some  other  per- 
son might  have  a  right  of  fishing,  and  have  land  adjoin- 
ing the  stream,  and  then  the  offence  would  be  a  misde- 
meanor, and  not  punishable  by  summary  conyiction. 
As  to  the  other  points :  the  interest  to  disqualify  a  jus- 
tice from  acting  need  not  be  a  strictly  legal  interest 
[Lord  DernnaUy  C.  J. — Can  you  say  that  this  is  an  equi- 
table interest?]  If  Nutter  had  been  called  upon  to  ex- 
ecute the  counterpart,  he  might  have  been  compelled  to 
do  so.  This  might  also  operate  as  a  licence  revocable; 
and  until  revoked,  the  persons  filling  these  offices  from 
time  to  time  would  be  entitled  to  fish.  JRegina  v.  The 
Justices  vf  Hertfordshire  (a)  shews  that  the  true  prin- 
ciple is,  that  the  fact  of  any  person  taking  a  part  in  the 
decision  of  a  court  of  justice,  upon  a  matter  in  which  he 
is  interested,  vitiates  the  decision.  Here  the  lease  is 
under  the  corporate  seal;  and  the  mayor,  who  is  one  of 
the  constituent  parts  of  the  corporation,  would  be  in- 
terested in  the  reversion. 

Lord  Denmak,  0.  J. — I  think  the  first  conviction  is 
good,  and  that  it  is  enough  to  negative  that  the  water 
runs  through  land  adjoining  the  dwelling-house  of  the 
complainant  The  question,  then,  upon  the  admissibi- 
lity of  both  convictions,  one  having  been  returned  to 
the  sessions  and  the  other  not,  does  not  arise.  As  to 
the  second  point,  it  is  clear  that  there  is  no  reservation 
nor  exception  in  favour  of  these  defendants,  and  the 
only  way  it  could  operate  would  be  as  a  re-grant;  but 
then  the  lessee  has  not  executed  it  or  the  counterpart. 
I  am  far  from  wishing  to  encourage  magistrates  to  act 
in  any  case  where  it  may  be  supposed  that  they  have 
an  interest;  indeed,  I  believe  that  there  is  generally  a 

(b)  1  New  Seas.  Cas.  470 ;  6  Q.  B.  K  753. 
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1849.        great  reluctance  to  do  so  amongst  the  magistrates  them- 
selves. 

Pattbson,  J. — ^The  first  conviction  is  objected  to  be- 
cause it  does  not  contain  the  words  inserted  in  the 
second;  but  I  do  not  think  that  thej  are  necessary.  Anj 
person  having  a  private  right  of  fishery  in  any  water 
may  make  a  complaint  under  this  statute.  Then  the 
statute  says,  that  if  the  water  runs  through  land  adjoin- 
ing or  belonging  to  his  dwelling-house,  the  ofience  is  a 
misdemeanor;  but  the  justices  are  empowered  to  act 
summarily  if  the  water  does  not  run  through  such  land 
of  the  person  having  a  private  right  of  fishery.  That 
means  the  party  complaining,  not  all  the  world;  and  I 
find  that,  by  sect.  66,  the  penalty  is  given  to  the  party 
aggrieved,  unless  he  be  examined  as  a  witness.  The 
statute,  therefore,  deals  with  the  right  of  the  party  who 
complains,  so  that  the  rights  of  other  parties  are  out  of 
the  question;  and  I  think  that  it  is  sufficient  to  negative 
that  the  water  ran  through  land  adjoining  or  belonging 
to  the  dwelling-house  of  the  complainant  The  other 
point,  then,  as  to  the  admissibility  of  the  second  convic- 
tion, does  not  arise;  but  we  certainly  did  hold,  in  Char- 
ter V.  Oreame  (a),  that  both  convictions  might  be  put  in ; 
and  though  it  is  true  that  both  were  bad,  yet  there  was 
a  clear  intimation  of  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  that  the 
defendants  might  avail  themselves  of  both.  Then,  as  to 
the  interest:  there  is  no  interest  in  reversion;  and  if 
the  reservation  is  to  the  corporate  body,  then  these  in- 
dividuals have  none;  if  the  reservation  is  to  the  indivi- 
duals, then  it  can  only  operate  as  a  re-grant  by  the 
lessee;  but  the  lessee  has  not  executed  the  deed.  Then 
it  is  said  that  it  is  an  equitable  interest;  but  I  do  not 
know  whether  a  stranger  could  compel  the  lessee  to 

(a)  Ante,  p.  382. 
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execute.  I  think  it  very  doubtful  whether  a  court  of  1849. 
equity  would  interfere,  at  the  instance  of  a  third  party, 
to  compel  a  lessee  to  execute  a  lease  containing  a  coye- 
nant  for  the  advantage  of  that  third  party,  unless  the 
lessor  joined  in  the  application.  Then  there  is  no  di- 
rect equitable  interest,  as  they  had  no  right  under  the 
lease  which  they  could  enforce.  It  was  said  that  this 
might  operate  as  a  licence  until  revoked ;  but  such  licence 
must  be  by  deed. 

Coleridge,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Charter 
V.  Oreame  (a)  has  been  misunderstood.  It  is  said  that 
the  Court  expressed  an  extra-judicial  opinion;  but  that 
is  not  so,  for  it  distinguished  that  case  from  Chcmey  v. 
Payne  (b)y  on  the  ground  that  nothing  had  been  done 
equivalent  to  quashing  either  of  the  convictions,  and  then 
went  on  to  dispose  of  both  convictions  And  it  must 
have  determined  that  the  second  might  have  been  used, 
otherwise  such  inquiry  would  have  been  useless 

Eble,  J. — I  think  that  it  must  now  be  taken  that 
Charter  v.  Oreame  (a)  has  decided  that  the  two  convic- 
tions might  be  put  in  evidence;  and  as  to  any  objection 
arising  from  one  not  having  been  filed,  Oray  v.  Cook- 
eon  (c)  is  in  point 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  Ante,  p.  382.  (h)  1  Q.  B.  B.  712. 

(c)  16  East,  13. 
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A  pauper  luna- 
tic chugeable 
to  L.  B.,  was 
■ent  to  a  pri- 
TBte  asylum  by 
the  officiating 


J'dy  6.        The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Hatfield  Pbyebell. 

xjL  rule  nisi  had  been  obtained,  calling  on  the 
churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish 
of  Little  Baddow,  in  the  county  of  Essex,  to  shew  cause 
why  the  three  several  orders  set  out  below,  and  whidi 
ov^Trf  that  had  been  removed  into  this  Court  by  certiorari,  should 
Sertat^s^A 9  ^^^  ^®  quashed,  on  the  insufficiency  thereof,  upon  no- 
Vict.  c.  100.      tice  being  riven  to  the  Rev.  W.  Buswell  and  Jeremiah 

f  wo  justices  . 

for  the  county     Suckling,  and  to  Samuel  James  Skinner  and  Edmund 
wardTmade  an    Round,  and  also  to  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of 

order  under  the   jj^^jg  Baddow  :— 
Stat,  o  A  9 

Js'^^iidi^^tii"  ^^^  ^^'  ^'  ^^'  ^^'^  ^y  «•  ^'  ^y  ^  Officiating  Clergy- 
the  settlement  ^'i^^  ^^^  Rdieving  Offi/ser  or  Overseer. — ^We  the  undersigned,  hating 
of  such  lunatic  called  to  Our  assistance  Mr.  John  Thomas  Gilsoa,  a  surgeon,  not 
^^l^pP"*'  being  the  medical  officer  of  the  parish  or  union  to  which  tiie  said 
and  on  the  '  Sarah  Sampson  belongs,  and  having  personally  examined  Sarah 
same  day  they  Sampson,  a  pauper,  and  being  satisfied  that  the  said  Sarah  Samp- 
son is  a  lunatic,  and  a  proper  person  to  be  confined,  hereby  direct 
you  to  receive  the  said  Sarah  Sampson  as  a  patient  into  jour  house. 
Subjoined  is  a  statement  respectihg  the  said  Sarah  Sampson. 
(Signed)  William  Buswell,  Chaplain  of  the  Chelmsford  Unioii 

House,  Officiating  Clergyman  of  the  ParisL 
Jebsmiah  Sitckli5g,  Overseer  of  Little  Baddow. 

I  certify,  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  the  above  particulan  arb 
correctly  stated.  (Signed)  Jebbmiah  SccKUKa. 

Dated  1st  December  1846. 

To  Mr.  Edward  Byas,proprietorof  the  Grove  Hall,  Bow,  Middlesex. 

There  was  a  medical  certificate  from  Mr.  John  Thomas 
Gilson,  to  the  effect  that  Sarah  Sampson  was  a  lunatic, 
and  a  proper  person  to  be  confined^  dated  1st  December, 
1846:— 


made  another 
order  under 
sect  62,  re- 
citing the  pre- 
vious orders, 
and  directing 
the  weekly  sum 
of  lis.  to  he 
paid  by  H.  P., 
or  such  other 
weekly  sum  as 
the  proprietor 
of  the  Mud 
house  shall 
hereafter  and 
from  time  to 
time  reason- 
ably chaige  for 
maintenance  of 
the  said  lunatic. 
These  orders 
were  returned 
into  this  Court  by  cerdorari.  ' 

1.  Hdd,  that  it  was  competent  for  justices  to  adjudicate  the  setdement  and  make  an  order  of 
maintenance  under  the  stat.  8  ft  9  Vict.  c.  126,  ss.  58,  62,  in  the  case  of  a  lunatic  sent  at  the 
instance  of  a  clerg3nnan  and  overseer,  pursuant  to  the  stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  100. 

2.  Hdd,  that  the  instrument  by  wluch  the  lunatic  was  sent  to  the  asylum  was  in  the  nature 
of  a  certificate,  and  not  of  such  a  judicial  nature  as  to  be  remoyable  by  certiorari,  and  that  sudi 
objection  might  be  taken  on  shewing  cause  against  the  rule  for  quashing  the  instrument. 

8.  Hdd,  that  it  is  no  objection  to  an  order  of  mamtenance  under  stat.  8  &  9  Vict  c  126,  s.  62, 
that  the  fiicts  essential  to  auUiorise  the  justices  in  making  such  order  appear  only  by  way  of  recital 
4.  Hdd,  that  the  adjudication  as  to  the  future  maintenance  waa  not  bad  fixr  uncertainty. 
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Kssez,  to  wit. — ''Whereas  heretofore,  (to  wit),  on  the  Ist  Decern-  ]^g49^ 
ber,  1846,  by  a  certain  order  of  the  Rev.  William  Buswell,  an  offi-  "*  v  ^ 
ciating  clergyman  of  the  parish  of  Little  Baddow,  in  the  said  county  *''•  Qxjbui 
of  Essex,  and  Jeremiah  Suckling,  overseer  of  the  poor  of  the  said  inhaUMats  ef 
parish  of  Little  Baddow,  bearing  date  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  Hatfibld 
directed  to  Mr.  Edward  Byas,  the  proprietor  of  a  house  duly  licensed  *"▼»>■"•< 
for  the  reception  of  lunatics,  called  Grove  Hall,  situate  at  Bow,  in 
the  oounty  of  Middlesex,  reciting,  that  the  said  William  Buswell 
and  the  said  Jeremiah  Suckling,  having  called  to  their  assistance 
Mr.  John  Thomas  Gilson,  a  surgeon,  not  being  the  medical  officer  of 
the  parish  or  union  to  which  Sarah  Sampson  a  pauper  belonged,  and 
having  personally  examined  the  said  SaitJi  Sampson,  were  satisfied 
that  she  the  said  Sarah  Sampson  was  a  lunatic,  and  a  proper  person 
to  be  confined;  they  therefore  thereby  directed  the  said  Edward 
Byas  to  receive  the  said  Sarah  Sampson  as  a  patient  into  the  said 
house.  And  whereas  a  statement  respecting  the  said  Sarah  Samp- 
son was  duly  made  and  certified  by  the  said  Jeremiah  Suckling, 
such  overseer  as  aforesaid.  And  whereas  a  medical  certificate  re- 
specting the  said  Sarah  Sampson  was  duly  made  by  the  said  John 
Thomas  Gilson,  such  surgeon  as  aforesaid.  And  whereas  in  pur- 
suance of  the  said  order,  the  said  Sarah  Sampson  was  therefore 
afterwards,  on  the  2nd  December  in  the  year  aforesaid,  conveyed  to 
the  said  house  of  the  said  Edward  Byas,  who  then  accepted  and  re- 
ceived the  said  Sarah  Sampson  into  his  said  house.  And  whereas 
the  said  Sarah  Sampson  hath  ever  since  been  and  still  is  kept  and 
confined  as  a  lunatic  in  the  said  house.  And  whereas  we,  Samuel 
James  Skinner  and  Edmund  Round,  Esquires,  whose  names  are 
hereunto  subscribed  and  seals  affixed,  being  two  of  Her  Majesty^s 
justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  oounty  of  Essex,  wherein  the 
said  parish  of  Little  Baddow,  from  which  the  said  Sarah  Sampson 
was  sent  to  the  said  house,  is  situate,  having  now,  in  pursuance  of 
the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  on  the  complaint 
and  application  of  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of 
the  said  parish  of  Little  Baddow,  inquired  into  the  last  legal  settle- 
ment of  the  said  Sarah  Sampson,  and  it  being  now  satisfactorily 
proved  before  us,  as  well  by  the  oaths  of  William  Sampson,  Charles 
Worraker,  Caroline  Hone,  Jeremiah  Suckling,  and  Edward  Byas,  as 
otherwise,  that  the  parish  of  Hatfield  Peverell,  in  the  said  county 
of  Essex,  is  the  place  of  the  last  legal  settlement  of  the  said  Sarah 
Sampson :  We,  the  said  Samuel  J.  Skinner  and  Edmund  Round, 
such  justices  as  aforesaid,  do  hereby  adjudge  that  the  said  parish 
of  Hatfield  Peverell  is  the  place  of  the  last  legal  settlement  of  the 
said  Sarah  Sampson.  Given  under  our  hands  and  seals  at  Chelms- 
ford, in  the  said  county  of  Essex,  the  10th  May,  1847. 

'*  Samuel  J.  Skinneb  ^l.8.) 
"  Edm XTHD  Round  (lj.)  * 
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IQ^^  Essex,  to  wit. — ^'  To  the  churchwardens  and  oyerseeis  of  the  poor 

^  V  "^  of  the  parish  of  Hatfield  Peverell,  in  the  county  of  Essex ;  and  to 
The  QxrnH  the  treasurer  of  the  guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  Witham  Union, 
Inhalntants  of  ^  *^®  ^^  county  of  Essex.  Whereas  heretofore,  (to  wit),  on  the 
Batwimld  1st  December,  1846,  by  a  certain  order  of  the  Rev.  William  Buswell, 
PiTVBiUi.  1^  officiating  clergyman  of  the  parish  of  Little  Baddow,  in  the  said 
county  of  Essex,  and  Jeremiah  Suckling,  oveneer  of  the  poor  of  the 
said  parish  of  Little  Baddow,  bearing  date  the  day  and  year  afore- 
said, directed  to  Mr.  Edward  Byas,  the  proprietor  of  a  house  duly 
licensed  for  the  reception  of  lunatics,  called  Groye  Hall,  situate  at 
Bow,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  reciting  that  the  said  William 
Buswell,  and  the  said  Jeremiah  Suckling,  having  called  to  their 
assistance  Mr.  John  Thomas  Qilson,  a  surgeon,  not  being  the  medi- 
cal officer  of  the  parish  or  union  to  which  Sarah  Sampson  a  pauper 
belonged,  and  having  personally  examined  the  said  Sarah  Sampson, 
were  satisfied  that  she  the  said  Sarah  Sampson  was  a  lunatic,  and 
a  proper  person  to  be  confined,  they  therefore  thereby  directed  the 
said  Edward  Byas  toreceive  the  said  Sarah  Sampson  as  a  patient  into 
his  said  house.  And  whereas  a  statement  respecting  the  said  Sarah 
Sampson  was  duly  made  and  certified  by  the  said  Jeremiah  Suck- 
ling, such  overseer  as  aforesaid.  And  whereas  a  medical  certificate 
respecting  the  said  Sarah  Sampson  was  duly  made  by  the  said 
John  Thomas  Gilson,  such  surgeon  as  aforesaid.  And  whereas,  in 
pursuance  of  the  said  order,  the  said  Sarah  Sampson  was  therefore 
afterwards,  on  the  2nd  December  in  the  year  aforesaid,  conveyed  to 
the  said  house  of  the  said  Edward  Byas,  who  then  accepted  and  re- 
ceived the  said  Sarah  Sampson  into  his  said  house.  And  whereas 
the  said  Sarah  Sampson  hath  ever  since  been  and  still  is  kept  and 
confined  as  a  lunatic  in  the  said  house.  And  whereas  by  a  certain 
other  order  of  us,  Samuel  James  Skinner  and  Edmund  Bound, 
Esquires,  whose  names  are  hereunto  subscribed  and  seals  affixed, 
being  two  of  Her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the 
county  of  Essex,  wherein  the  parish  of  Little  Baddow,  from  which 
parish  the  said  Sarah  Sampson  was  sent  to  the  said  house,  is  sitoate^ 
bearing  even  date  with  this  order,  but  made  and  signed  previously 
to  the  making  and  signing  thereof,  after  reciting  the  first-mentioned 
order,  and  reciting,  that  we  the  said  Samuel  James  Skinner  and 
Edmund  Round,  had,  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made 
and  provided,  and  on  the  complaint  and  application  of  the  church- 
wardens and  overseers  of  the  said  parish  of  Little  Baddow,  inquired 
into  the  last  legal  settlement  of  the  said  Sarah  Sampson,  and  it 
having  been  satisfactorily  proved  before  us,  as  well  by  the  oaths  of 
William  Sampson,  Charles  Warraker,  Caroline  Stone,  Jeremiah 
Suckling,  and  Edward  Byas,  as  otherwise,  that  the  parish  of  Hat- 
field Peverell,  in  the  said  county  of  Essex,  was  the  place  of  the  last 
legal  settlement  of  the  said  Sarah  Sampson:  We,  Uie  said  Samuel 
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James  Skinner  and  Edmund  Round,  sucli  justices  as  aforesaid,  did  1849. 

thereby  adjudge,  that  the  said  parish  of  Hatfield  Peverell  was  the  "^  v  "^ 
place  of  the  last  legal  settlement  of  the  said  Sarah  Sampson.  And  ^^  Quxbh 
whereas  the  said  parish  of  Hatfield  Peyerell  is  one  of  the  parishes  in-  inhabitants  of 
eluded  and  comprised  in  the  Witham  Union  as  aforesaid.  And  whereas  Hatfibld 
the  said  parish  of  Hatfield  Peverell  is  a  parish  different  fipom  that  P^v^aw*!^ 
from  which  the  said  Sarah  Sampson  was  sent  to  such  house  as  afore- 
said. And  whereas  complaint  has  been  made  unto  us,  the  said  Samuel 
James  Skinner  and  Edmund  Round,  whose  names  are  hereunto  sub- 
scribed and  seals  affixed,  being  two  of  Her  Majesty's  justices  of  the 
peace  in  and  for  the  said  county  of  Essex,  wherein  the  said  parish 
of  Little  Baddow,  from  which  parish  the  said  Sarah  Sampson  was 
sent  to  the  said  house,  is  situate,  by  the  churchwardens  and  over- 
seers of  the  said  parish  of  Little  Baddow,  that  she  the  said  Sarah 
Sampson  has  become  and  now  is  actually  chargeable  to  the  said 
parish  of  Little  Baddow,  and  that  she  is  now  receiving  relief  there- 
from, and  that  they,  on  behalf  of  the  said  parish,  have  incurred  great 
expense  in  and  about  the  examination  of  the  said  Sarah  Sampson, 
and  in  and  about  her  conveyance  to  the  said  house,  and  that  they 
have  paid  divers  sums  of  money  to  the  proprietor  of  the  said  house, 
for  the  lodging,  maintenance,  clothing,  medicine,  and  care  of  the 
said  Sarah  Sampson,  where  she  hath  ever  since  been  kept  and  con- 
fined, at  the  charge  and  expense  of  the  said  parish  of  Little  Baddow; 
and  the  said  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said 
parish  of  Little  Baddow,  therefore,  having  now  made  application 
unto  us,  the  said  justices,  for  an  order  upon  the  treasurer  of  the 
guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  said  Witham  Union,  in  which  the  said 
parish  of  Hatfield  Peverell  is  comprised  as  aforesaid,  for  payment 
to  the  said  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  said  parish  of  Little 
Baddow  of  the  amount  of  the  said  expenses,  and  of  the  monies  so 
paid  by  them  to  the  proprietor  of  the  said  house  as  aforesaid ;  and 
it  being  now  satisfactorily  proved  unto  us,  the  said  justices,  upon 
oath,  that  the  said  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  said  parish 
of  Little  Baddow  have  heretofore,  and  within  twelve  calendar 
months  before  the  making  of  this  order,  paid  the  following  sums, 
in  respect  of  the  said  pauper  lunatic,  Sarah  Sampson,  (that  is  to 
say),  the  sum  of  4/.  Os,  Id.,  being  the  reasonable  expenses  incurred 
by  the  said  parish  of  Little  Baddow  iii  and  about  the  examination 
of  the  said  Sarah  Sampson,  and  the  conveying  of  her  to  the  said 
house;  and  also  the  farther  sum  of  12^.  11«.  lid.,  being  the  amount 
of  the  several  sums  which  by  the  said  churchwardens  and  overseers 
of  the  said  parish  of  Little  Baddow  have  been  hitherto  paid  to  the 
proprietor  of  the  said  house  for  the  reasonable  charges  of  lodging^ 
clothing,  medicine,  maintenance,  and  care  of  the  said  Sarah  Samp- 
son during  her  confinement  in  the  said  house:  We  do  therefore 
order  you,  the  treasurer  of  the  guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  Witham 

VOL,  HL  XX  N.  s.  a 
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1849.         Union  aforesaid,  to  pay  forthwith  unto  the  said  churchwaxdensuid 
^     V    -^      oyerseers  of  the  said  parish  of  Little  Baddow  the  said  sereral  smni 
The  QuM»      ^f  ^  0,  i^^  g^d  12/.  lU  lid,  making  in  the  whole  the  sum  of 
Inhabitants  of    ^^*  ^^*    -^^  ^^  ^^  further  order  you,  the  treasurer  of  the  goar- 
Hatfield      dians  of  the  poor  of  the  Witham  Union  aforesaid,  to  pay  also  weekly 
FiYXBUL.      1^^  eyery  week,  unto  the  proprietor  of  the  said  house,  the  sum  of 
11«.,  which  said  weekly  sum  of  11«.,  appears  to  us,  the  said  justices, 
to  be  a  reasonable  charge  in  that  behalf,  or  such  other  weekly  sum 
as  the  proprietor  of  the  said  house  shall  hereafter  and  from  time 
to  time  reasonably  charge,  for  the  future  lodging,  clothing,  medi- 
cine, maintenance,  and  care  of  the  said  Sarah  Sampson,  during  such 
time  as  she  shall  be  confined  as  a  lunatic  in  the  said  house.  Giyen 
under  our  hands  and  seals  at  Chelmsford,  in  the  said  county  of 
Essex,  the  10th  May,  1847. 

'^  Sakttel  John  Skinvsr  (ii3.) 
"  Edmun])  Bouhd  (lji.)" 

BovUl  shewed  cause  (a). — Two  writs  of  certiorari  haye 
issued:  one  directed  to  the  justices  of  Essex,  the  other 
directed  to  the  keeper  of  the  asylum.  There  is  nothing 
to  connect  these  orders;  and  the  first  was  made  more 
than  six  months  from  the  time  of  granting  the  certio- 
rari. Notice  should  have  been  served  on  the  keeper  of 
the  asylum,  in  order  that  he  might  have  shewn  cause; 
because  the  result  of  quashing  the  first  order  would  be 
to  make  him  liable  to  an  indictment.  The  stat  8  &  9 
Vict  c.  100  is  not  repealed  by  the  stat  8  &  9  Vict  c 
126;  and  the  order  by  which  the  lunatic  was  sent  to 
the  asylum  follows  the  form  given  in  Schedule  D,  an- 
nexed to  the  first-mentioned  statute.  This  instrument, 
signed  by  the  officiating  clergyman,  is  merely  a  certifi- 
cate, requesting  the  keeper  of  the  asylum  to  receive  the 
person  under  his  care:  it  is  not  a  judicial  act  which  is 
capable  of  being  removed  by  certiorari.  In  Me  Shu^ 
ileworth  (6),  the  Court  seemed  to  be  of  opinion  that  the 
provisions  in  stat  8  &  9  Vict  c.  100,  with  regard  to  the 

« 

(a)  Before  Pattewn  and  ErUy      account  of  ilhieas. 
Js.    Lord  Denmany  G.  J.,  and         Q>)  2  New  Sess.  Gaa.  470. 
Wightrmnj  J.,  were  absent  on 
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fonn  of  the  certificate,  were  only  directory,  and  that        1849. 
ihey  were  satisfied  if  substantially  complied  witL  mieQuiw 

V. 

,  11    1  -I         InhaWtanti  o| 

Whttehv/rst  and  Pdahiey,  contr^,  were  called  upon  by  Hatfisld 
the  Court  to  shew  that  this  order  was  removable  by 
certiorari — ^The  order  is  returned  in  obedience  to  the 
writ  of  certiorari,  and  is  now  before  the  Court;  if  it 
was  not  such  an  order  as  could  properly  be  removed  by 
certiorari,  the  usual  practice  is  to  apply  to  quash  the 
writ  [Erlef  J. — In  Bew  v.  Lloyd  (a),  it  is  said,  a  certi- 
orari does  not  lie  to  remove  any  other  than  judicial 
acts.]  This  is  a  judicial  act  on  the  part  of  the  clergy- 
man, the  same  as  if  it  had  been  done  by  a  justice  of  the 
peace;  or,  if  not  strictly  a  judicial  act,  the  order  may 
be  removed,  as  ancillary  to  the  other  orders,  in  the 
same  way  that  examinations  are  returned  with  an  order 
of  removal:  Regina  v.  Rotheram  (6).  In  Regina  v. 
Coles  (c),  an  order  of  sessions,  regulating  costs,  was 
held  to  be  removabla  The  efiect  of  this  order  is  to  de- 
prive a  person  of  his  liberty;  and  before  it  can  be 
granted,  the  clergyman  must  inquire  into  and  be  satis- 
fied as  to  the  existence  of  certain  facts;  and,  being  so 
satisfied,  he  has  power  to  certify  those  facta  The 
words  "  being  so  satisfied,''  have  been  held  to  be  words 
of  adjudication :  Rex  v.  Leiuis  (d). 

BovUl,  in  support  of  the  orders. — The  jurisdiction  of 
the  justices  arises  firom  the  fact  of  the  lunatic  being 
sent  to  an  asylum.  Magistrates  have  power  to  adjudi- 
cate on  the  settlement  imder  the  stat  8  &  9  Vict.  c. 
126,  in  the  case  of  a  lunatic  sent  by  a  clergyman  under 
the  stat  8  &;  9  Yict  c.  100.  It  appears,  from  the 
order  of  maintenance,  that  the  lunatic  was  sent  to  an 
asylum,  and  that  she  was  a  pauper  whose  settlement 

(a)  Cald.  309.  (c)  2  New  Sess.  Gas.  144. 

{h)  2  Q.  B.  B.  557,  n.  {d)&A.A  E.681. 
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1849.        ^^  adjudged  to  be  in  a  parish  diflferent  from  that 

^^^qI^     which  sent  her.     The  adjudication  as  to  the  future 

V-  maintenance  is  correct    The  charges  may  vary  from 

Inhabitants  of      .  .  &  J  J 

Hatfulb  time  to  time,  and  therefore  the  order  is  framed  to  meet 
such  an  emergency.  This  objection,  if  it  should  pre- 
vail, can  only  affect  that  part  of  the  order:  Rex  y. 
Mavlden  (a).  The  ordinary  mode  of  stating  facts  in  an 
ord^,  is  by  way  of  recital 

Whitehurst  and  Paahley,  contrit. — ^The  stat  8  &  9 
Vict,  c  100,  does  not  give  the  magistrates  jurisdiction 
to  make  an  order  affecting  the  parish  of  Hatfield  Pe- 
verell.  The  power  to  adjudicate  the  settlement  of  this 
lunatic  is  given  by  sect  58;  and  the  power  to  make  an 
order  of  maintenance,  under  sect.  62  of  the  stat  8  &  9 
Vict.  c.  126,  which  last  section  must  be  taken  to  refer 
to  lunatics  sent  under  the  power  given  by  that  statute. 
The  exercise  of  the  power  given  by  the  stat  8  &  9  Vict 
c.  100,  is  voluntary;  under  the  8  &  9  Vict  c.  126,  it  is 
compulsory.  The  effect  of  the  latter  statute  must  be  to 
repeal  the  former;  so  that  the  justices  do  not  appear 
to  have  had  any  jurisdiction  to  make  the  order  of  set- 
tlement and  the  order  of  maintenance.  The  lunatic  is 
sent  to  a  private  asylum;  and  it  does  not  appear  that 
there  is  no  county  asylum,  or,  if  there  is,  that  it  is  ftill: 
Regina  v.  EUisQ)),  The  order  directs  the  sum  of  11& 
a  week  to  be  paid  for  the  maintenance  of  the  lunatic, 
or  such  other  weekly  sum  as  the  proprietor  of  the 
asylum  shall  reasonably  charge.  Such  an  adjudication 
as  to  future  maintenance  is  uncertain  and  bad.  It  is 
requisite  that  a  fixed  sum  should  be  specified,  because 
the  justices  have  power  to  enforce  the  payment  by  dis- 
tress, under  stat  8  &  8  Vict  c.  126,  s,  68;  and  a  dis- 
tress can  only  issue  for  what  is  certain.    The  justices 

(a)  8  B.  (b  0.  7S.{h)        1  New  Sess.  Gas.  342 ;  6  Q.  B.  R.  601. 
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should  ascertain  the  sum  to  be  paid:  Regina  v.  L(mg{a),        i849. 
Selhuood  v.  Mount  (6),  Ca  Litt.  56.  b.     The  parish  offi-     ThToDiaar 
cers  would  be  exposed  to  an  indictment  for  disobedience    -  ^  ,  .'"• 

'^  Inhabitants  of 

to  the  order,  although  they  did  disobey  it  on  the  ground     Hatfuld 
that  they  thought  tho  increase  of  charge  exeessive. 

The  order  for  the  admission  of  the  pauper,  and  the 
order  of  settlement,  are  only  stated  by  way  of  recital  in 
the  order  for  maintenance,  and  there  is  no  adjudication 
that  the  recital  is  true.  The  recitals  may  not  be  true; 
and  unless  they  are,  the  justices  have  no  jurisdiction  to 
make  the  order. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

Pattesok,  J^  now  delivered,  the  judgment  of  the 
Court — The  substantial  question  in  this  case  is,  whe- 
ther an  order  of  justices  for  expenses  made  under  the 
8  &  9  Vict  c.  126,  &  62,  is  valid  in  respect  of  a  pauper 
lunatic  received  into  a  licensed  house  for  the  reception 
of  lunatics,  under  an  order  of  a  clergyman  and  an  over- 
seer, pursuant  to  the  8  &  9  Vict  c.  100,  s.  48,  without 
an  application  to  a  justice,  under  the  8  &  9  Vict  c.  126, 
&  48.     We  are  of  opinion  that  it  is. 

As  the  two  statutes  were  passed  nearly  at  the  same 
time,  they  ought  to  be  considered  as  coming  into  oper- 
ation together;  and,  in  that  case,  the  legislature,  in 
passing  the  later  Act,  had  under  its  notice  that  pauper 
lunatics  might  be  sent  to  a  licensed  house,  under  the 
8  &  9  Vict  c  100,  s.  48.  The  enactment  of  the  later 
Act,  in  sect  62,  is  general,  applying  in  terms  to  any  lu- 
natic that  shall  have  been  sent,  whether  under  the  later 
statute  or  any  other,  and  repeats  a  description  which 
had  been  used  in  many  sections  of  the  same  statute, 
comprising  two  classes,  viz.  paupers  sent  from  a  parish 
and  paupers  sent  at  the  instance  of  some  clergyman  or 

(a)  1  Q.  B.  R.  740.  (6)  1  Q.  B.  R.  72a 
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1849.        officer  of  a  parish,  within  which  latter  class  thifi  pauper 
ThTo^     clearly  falls. 

iniiAh^'  f  ^^^  question  being  disposed  of  in  the  affirmative, 
HATniLD  the  question  of  form  remains.  As  to  the  instrument 
under  which  this  pauper  was  sent,  it  appears  to  be  in 
the  nature  of  a  certificate,  equivalent  to  that  which  is 
given  by  a  friend  or  relation  in  the  case  of  a  lunatic 
not  chargeable,  and  not  of  such  of  a  judicial  nature  as 
to  be  removable  by  certiorari;  and  it  further  appears 
to  us,  that  this  objection  to  the  issuing  of  the  writ  is 
available  in  shewing  cause  against  quashing  an  instru- 
ment brought  up  by  it  Even  if  it  was  before  us  regu- 
larly by  affidavit,  it  would  be  sufficient  to  render  valid 
an  order  of  maintenance,  in  so  far  as  it  is  requisite  to 
shew  that  the  pauper  was  sent  at  the  instance  of  some 
clergyman  or  officer  of  the  parish.  With  respect  to  its 
sufficiency  as  a  compliance  with  the  8  &  9  Vict  c.  100, 
&  4f8,  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide.  As  to  the  objection, 
ijiat  the  facts  essential  to  authorise  an  order  for  ex- 
penses are  stated  by  way  of  recital,  that  is  a  sufficient 
statement;  and  the  decision,  that  the  recital  of  a  com- 
plaint containing  the  essential  fiicts,  is  not  a  recital  of 
the  essential  facts,  has  no  application.  As  to  the  ob- 
jection, that  the  order  is  for  the  pajrment  of  11&  per 
week  as  the  reasonable  charge  at  present,  or  such  sum 
as  may  be  reasonably  charged  hereafter,  it  should  be 
borne  in  mind,  that  the  reasonable  charge  for  main- 
tenance may  probably  vary;  that  in  respect  of  lu- 
natics in  the  county  asylum,  provision  is  made  by  this 
statute  for  altering  the  chctfge  from  time  to  time;  that^ 
under  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  40,  s.  SB,  provision  was  also  made 
for  orders  varying  the  charge  from  time  to  time,  and 
that  the  form  of  enactment  is  here  altered,  and  the 
power  to  make  subsequent  orders  is  not  expressly  given. 
There  is,  therefore,  reason  for  providing  for  a  variation 
in  the  charga    The  order  decides  the  amount  that  is 
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reasonable  under  present  circumstances,  and  glyes  a        i849. 
power  for  future  variation.    The  suggested  evil  of  rais-     ij^^  qubbh 
ing  the  question  of  reasonableness  by  indictment,  does    t^j^^Jl^^  ^ 
not  press,  as  the  68th  sect  provides  for  the  recovery  of     Hatfibld 
the  money  ordered,  either  by  distress  or  action;  and  if 
either  party  chooses  to  raise  the  question  by  action, 
there  would  be  no  particular  inconvenience  in  settling 
by  a  verdict  the  reasonable  expenses  of  a  lunatic. 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 


Hammond  v.  Bendtshe  and  Another.  Jnl^  5. 

XRESPASS  for  seizing  the  goods  of  the  plaintiff.  Under  the  stat. 

'^  10  G«o.  4,  c 

Plea — Not  guilty  by  statute.  At  the  trial,  before  Parte,  66,8.27, 

B.,  at  the  Cambridgeshire  Summer  Assizes,  1848,  it  ap-  ^etica  Act)r 

peared  that  this  action  was  brought  against  the  defend-  ^^^V^^^ 

ants,  justices  of  the  peace,  for  having  issued  a  warrant  pntesby  arbi- 

of  distress  under  the  10  Geo.  4,  c  56,  &  28,  under  which  the  arbitrators 

the  goods  of  the  plaintiff  had  been  seized.  The  evidence  ^Lct^  sum  of 

shewed  that  the  plaintiff  was  steward  of  the  Harston  money  to  be 

*  ^  paid,  then,  in 

Friendly  Society,  the  rules  of  which  had  been  duly  and  case  of  nonpay- 
properly  enrolled.    By  rule  22,  any  member  registered  tice  is  required 
for  one  year,  who  might  become  sick,  lame,  or  blind,  is  monsCTli^ 
to  receive  a  certain  weekly  sum.    By  rule  27,  in  case  of  ^  ?*«  P«f*y 

against  whom 

any  dispute  between  the  society  and  any  member,  or  the  award  is 

1   •     .  1  1  i%  •      .      -I       made  to  shew 

person  claiming  under  a  member,  a  reference  is  to  be  cause  why  he 

refuses  to  pay; 

and  if  no  suffi- 
cient cause  is  shewn,  two  iusticeshave  power  to  enforce  the  award  by  distress.  Section  28  giyes 
power  to  two  justices  to  near  any  complaint,  and  make  an  order  directing  what  should  be  paid, 
and  goes  on  to  enact,  ''  that  they  shall  proceed  to  enforce  their  award  in  the  manner  hereinbefore 
directed  to  be  used  in  case  of  any  neglect  to  comply  with  the  decision  of  the  arbitrators  appointed 
under  the  authority  of  this  Act" 

Held,  that  an  order  of  justices  under  section  28  is  analogous  to  an  award  by  arbitrators  un- 
der section  27;  and  that  justices  cannot  proceed  to  enforce  their  order  by  distress,  without  first 
issuing  a  summons,  giring  to  the  party  called  upon  to  pay,  an  opportunity  of  showing  why  he 
refuses  to  obey  sudi  order.  * 
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1849.  made  to  justices,  under  the  10  Geo.  4,  a  56,  s.  28. 
Hamxoito  ^^^  Wisby  went  before  two  justices  and  laid  an  in- 
^    *•  formation  before  them,  stating  that  he  was  a  member 

Bbhdtsbs.  . 

of  the  society;  that  he  had  been  lame  and  unable  to 

work;  that  he  had  been  excluded  from  the  society  and 
all  benefits  belonging  to  it  A  summons  issued  to  the 
stewards  of  the  society,  to  shew  cause  why  they  should 
not  pay  to  him  the  sums  of  51,  Sa.  and  4Z.  iis,,  which  he 
alleged  was  due  to  him  by  the  rules  of  the  society.  The 
stewards  attended;  the  case  was  heard  on  the  6th  of 
March,  1848,  when  the  defendants  made  an  order  that 
the  expulsion  of  Wisby  was  unjust  and  illegal;  that  he 
should  be  re-admitted  a  member  of  the  society;  and 
that  the  plainti£P  and  the  other  stewards  should  pay 
61  85.  and  4Z.  45.  to  Wisby,  and  10«.  costs.  The  money 
not  being  paid  on  the  3rd  of  April,  1848,  without  any 
further  summons  to  the  stewards,  the  defendants  issued 
their  warrant  of  distress,  reciting  that  a  copy  of  the 
order  was,  on  the  18th  of  March,  personally  served  on 
the  plaintifiPand  the  other  stewards;  and  that,  on  the 
same  day,  the  stewards  were  personally  required  by 
Wisby  to  pay  him  the  sums  of  52.  Ss,  and  4^  4«.,  and 
that  they  refused  to  pay  the  money.  The  warrant  then 
directed  a  distress  to  be  levied,  in  the  first  instance,  on 
the  goods  of  the  society,  and  if  they  were  insufficient, 
then  upon  the  goods  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  other  stew- 
ards, or  any  of  them.  The  warrant  was  executed  in 
part  upon  the  goods  of  the  society,  and  upon  the  goods 
of  the  plaintiff  for  the  remainder. 

For  the  plaintiff  it  was  contended,  that  the  warrant 
was  invalid,  as  no  summons  had  issued  to  the  plaintiff 
after  the  making  of  the  order ;  that  the  justices  had  no 
power  to  include  the  costs  of  the  order;  and  that  the 
facts  which  entitled  the  applicant  to  relief,  ought  to 
have  been  stated  on  the  face  of  the  warrant  A  verdict 
was  entered  for  the  defendants,  under  the  direction  of 
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the  learned  judge,  with  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict        i849. 
for  the  plaintiflF,  with  81 1&  damages,  if  the  Court  should      hakmoto 
be  of  opinion  that  the  defendants,  under  the  circum-     ^    «• 

Bendtshi. 

stances,  were  liable.  A  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained — 

ByleSy  Seijt,  ekudMetcedfe,  shewed  cause  (a). — The  prin- 
cipal ground  on  which  this  rule  was  obtained  is,  that 
the  justices  issued  a  distress  warrant  to  enforce  their 
order,  without  a  previoufl  summons.  The  validity  of 
this  objection  depends  on  what  is  the  proper  construc- 
tion to  be  put  on  the  stat  10  Geo.  4,  c.  56.  Section  27 
enables  members  of  Friendly  Societies  to  settle  disputes 
by  arbitration ;  in  which  case,  when  the  award  is  made^ 
a  summons  may  issue  by  one  justice;,  and  unless  some 
reason  is  assigned  for  non-compliance  with  the  award, 
two  justices  may  issue  a  distress  warrant.  Section  28 
gives  the  parties  power  to  go,  in  the  first  instance,  be- 
fore two  justices,  who  are  to  hear  the  case  and  make  an 
order;  which  order  they  have  power  to  enforce  by  dis- 
tress. The  words  of  that  section  are — "  In  case  the  said 
justices  shall  adjudge  any  sum  of  money  to  be  paid  by 
such  person  against  whom  such  complaint  shall  be  made, 
and  such  person  shall  not  pay  such  sum  of  money  to  the 
person,  and  at  the  time,  specified  by  such  justices,  they 
shall  proceed  to  enforce  their  award  in  the  manner  here- 
inbefore dii?ected  to  be  used  in  case  of  any  neglect  to 
comply  with  the  decision  of  the  arbitrators  appointed* 
under  the  authority  of  the  Act."  The  words  "shall 
proceed  to  enforce  their  award,"  must  mean,  issue  their 
warrant  of  distress.  The  order  merely  directs  the  plain- 
tiff to  pay,  which  would  be  for  payment  immediately ;  and 
the  jjustices  might  have  proceeded  to  issue  their  warrant 
at  once.  [The  arguments  on  the  other  objections  that 
were  taken  are  rendered  unnecessary  by  the  judgment]. 

(a)  Before  Loid  Iknman^  C.  J.,  FaUeaan,  Cderidgt^  and  Wiffht-^ 
man,  Jb* 
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1849.  Watsany  Keane,  and  Coucky  in  support  of  the  role. — 

Haxmovd      ^^  order  made  by  justices  under  sect.  28  of  the  sfat 

-    *•  10  G-ea  4,  c.  56,  is  in  the  nature  of  an  award  under  sec- 

Jdivdtshb. 

tion  27,  and  the  summons  which  is  required  to  be  is- 
sued before  an  award  can  be  enforced,  is  equally  appli- 
cable to  an  order  of  justices.  The  general  principle  of 
law,  requiring  such  previous  summons,  is  laid  down  in 
general  terms  in  Rex  v.  Venables^a),  Painter  v.  Hie  Li- 
verpool Oas  Company  (b),  and  Kinning's  caseip).  The 
necessity  for  the  application  of  that  rule  in  the  present 
case  is  obvious;  the  warrant  states  that  the  plaintiff 
was  personally  served  with  the  order,  that  he  was  re- 
quested to  pay,  and  that  he  refused.  The  plaintiff,  if 
summoned,  might  be  able  to  controvert  those  state- 
ments, and  shew  that  he  was  not  personally  served  with 
the  order,  that  the  money  was  not  demanded,  or  that 
the  money  had  been  paid. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

Lord  Dbnman,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court. — This  was  an  action  against  two  justices  in 
trespass,  for  causing  the  goods  of  the  plaintiff  to  be  dis- 
trained under  their  warrant,  for  non-pajrment  of  5i  8<., 
and  4^  4^.,  and  10a,  pursuant  to  an  order  previously 
made  by  them.  The  defendants  pleaded  not  guilty  by 
statute;  and  the  defence  was  under  the  10  Geo.  4,  c.  56, 
s.  28.  [His  Lordship  then  stated  the  facts  as  before 
set  out,  and  proceeded.]  Several  objections  were  taken 
by  the  plaintiff  to  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings  un- 
der which  the  defendants  purposed  to  justify  this  dis- 
tress; but  as  there  is  one  which  we  think  fatal  to  the 
case  of  the  defendants,  we  do  not  think  it  necessary  to 
advert  to  the  others. 

By  the  28th  section  of  the  10  Geo.  4,  c.  56,  in  cases 

(d)  S  Ld.  Raym.  1405.     (b)  3  A.  <&  £.  433.      (c)  10  Q.  B.  R.  730. 
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where  disputes  are,  as  in  this  case  by  the  rules  of  the  so- 
ciety, to  be  decided  by  justices  of  the  peace,  the  parties 
are  to  be  summoned,  and  the  justices  are  to  hear  and  «• 

determine  the  complaint  according  to  the  rules  of  the 
society;  and  ^4n  case  the  justices  shall  adjudge  any 
sum  of  money  to  be  paid  by  the  person  against  whom 
the  complaint  is  made,  and  such  person  shall  not  pay 
it  to  the  party,  and  at  the  time,  specified  by  such  jus- 
tices, they  shall  proceed  to  enforce  their  award  in  the 
manner  directed  by  the  Act  to  be  used  in  case  of 
neglect  to  comply  with  the  decision  of  arbitrators  ap- 
pointed under  the  authority  of  this  Act"  The  means 
of  enforcing  the  award  of  arbitrators  are  under  the  27th 
section  of  the  Act.  By  that  section,  if  either  of  the 
parties  refuse  to  comply  with  the  decision  of  the  arbi- 
trators, a  summons  may  be  issued,  returnable  before 
two  justices,  calling  upon  the  party  against  whom  com- 
plaint is  made  to  appear  before  them ;  and  upon  appear- 
ance or  default,  the  justices  may  make  ''  such  order  as 
to  them  may  appear  just;"  and  "  if  the  sum  so  awarded, 
with  a  sum  for  costs  not  exceeding  10«.,  shall  not  be 
immediately  paid,"  then  the  justices  shall  issue  their 
distress  warrant  The  provisions  of  the  27th  section 
would  apply  to  cases  where  an  award  by  arbitrators  for 
payment  of  money,  in  the  form  given  in  the  schedule, 
has  not  been  complied  with,  and  the  money  has  not 
been  paid  at  the  time  specified  in  the  award.  In  such 
a  case,  the  proceeding  before  the  justices  would  be 
merely  to  enforce  payment,  and  if  not  immediately  paid, 
when  the  parties  appear,  the  justices  may  issue  a  war- 
rant of  distress.  There  can,  in  such  cases,  be  no  rea- 
son for  another  summons  before  a  distress  warrant  is- 
sues. 

But  it  appears  to  us,  that  if  the  proceedings  are  under 
the  28th  section,  and  the  justices  have  made  an  order 
for  payment  of  money  analc^ous  to  the  award  of  arbi- 
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1849.        trators  under  the  27th  section,  a  distress  warrant  can- 
Haxmovd      ^^^  issue  for  non-compliance  with  such  an  order  without 
V-  a  previous  summons  to  the  party,  who  may  have  various 

reasons  to  assif^  against  the  issuing  the  distress  warrant; 
he  may  not  have  knowlec^e  of  the  order;  he  may  be 
ready  to  pay  the  person  named  in  the  order  if  he  could 
find  him;  he  may  actually  have  tendered,  or  even  paid, 
the  money;  all  which  reasonable  excuses  would  be  un- 
available if  the  party  to  whom  the  money  is  ordered  to 
be  paid  could  ex  parte,  and  without  notice,  obtain  a  dis- 
tress warrant  The  recitals  in  the  warrant,  in  the  pre- 
sent case,  state  service  of  the  order,  and  demand  and 
refusal;  all  which  might  be  controverted  And  we 
therefore  think,  in  accordance  with  the  principle  of 
the  decision  of  this  Court  in  the  case  o{  Painter  v.  The 
Liverpool  Qaa  Oompany^d},  that  wherever  cause  could 
be  shewn  against  issuing  a  warrant  of  distress,  a  pre- 
vious summons  is  necessary;  and  as  no  such  summons 
was  issued  in  this  case,  but  the  warrant  was  obtained 
ex  parte,  the  rule  will  be  absolute  to  enter  a  verdid 
for  the  plaintiff  for  82.  !«. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly. 

(or)  3  A.  <fe  E.  433. 


A 


TRINITY  VACATION,  12  VICT.  625 

1849. 

The  QusBN  V.  The  Inhabitants  of  Wiksfosd.  Jul^f  5. 

RTJLE  had  been  obtained,  calling  on  the  auditor  a  lunatic  ne- 
of  the  Dulverton  Union,  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  the  ^2^,^^. 
churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  parish  of  Hawk-  m  ™  vn^ 

H.,  was,  while 

ridge,  and  the  guardians  of  the  Dulverton  Union,  to  in  pariah  W., 

shew  cause  why  so  much  of  the  said  auditor's  allowance  ma^trateby* 

of  the  accounts  of  the  union  as  confirmed  a  charge  of  ^  "^^^ 

S5l.  11a  5d.,  made  against  the  paiish  of  Winsford  by  the  y«"<pf  »*  the 

guardians,  in  respect  of  a  lunatic  named  Thomas  Hole,  the  officiating 

and  which  had  been  returned  into  this  Court  in  obedi-  nTmdjwnt to 

ence  to  a  writ  of  certiorari,  should  not  be  quashed:  and  f  lunatic  asy- 

^  '  lam,  under  the 

why  the  said  sum  of  35Z.  11^  5d,  should  not  be  paid  to  stat  8  ft  9  Vict 

the  parish  of  Winsford  by  the  parish  of  Hawkridge;  Theexpenaeof 

and  why  the  guardians  of  the  Dulverton  Union,  or  the  ^^^^^^j^J^ 

churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  parish  of  Hawk-  ^  obedience  to 

,  -       _  ,  an  order  of  ma* 

ndge,  should  not  pay  to  the  parish  of  Winsford  the  ex-  girtnites,  by  the 
penses  of  the  prosecution.  ^^  ^ 

It  appeared  that  the  auditor,  having  been  required  so  P™^»««  H-  and 
to  do,  had  stated  in  writing,  according  to  the  provisions  tuate,  and  the 
of  the  7  &  8  Vict  a  101,  s.  35,  the  reason  of  his  allow-  w.  with  thon 
ance  of  the  above  sum,  as  follows :  "  In  the  minute-book  ^^^^'^ 
of  the  board  of  guardians,  I  find  that  a  lunatic,  Thomas  ^«  lunatic, 

,  '  though  not 

Hole,  was  committed  to  an  asylum  by  an  order  of  two  chargeable,  wai 

magistrates;  that  the  guardians,  on  being  informed  by  s pauper  by^ 

the  treasurer  of  the  union  that  he  had  paid  351  Us,  5d.  J^^^ 

on  account  of  the  said  lunatic,  under  an  order  made  lenttotheaiy- 

Inm,  and  that 

upon  him  by  the  same  magistrates,  inquired  in  what  (he  auditor 
pamh  he  had  heen  found  by  John  Dale,  the  then  re-  ^^ 
lieving  officer  of  the  union,  and  did  adjudge  the  sum  so  Mcpensai  to  the 
paid  by  their  treasurer  to  be  charged  to  the  parish  of  which  was  liar 

_^  ble  "  as  the 

Winsford,  where  the  said  lunatic  had  been  found  and  pariah  from 
taken  into  custody."  ^^."^^ 

From  the  affidavits  it  appeared  that  the  above-named 
Thomas  Hole  was  the  son  of  a  substantial  landowner 
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1849.        residing  in  the  parish  of  Hawkridge,  and  had  never 

Thedcmir     ''^^^  chargeable  to  any  parish,  and  that  he  resided  with 

V.  a  farmer  in  the  same  parish,  who  was  allowed  by  the 

Inhabitants  of  .  .  . 

Wimvou).  father  of  the  lunatic  2&  a  week  for  his  maintenance. 
The  officiating  minister  of  the  parish  complained  to  the 
relieying  officer  of  the  union,  John  Dale,  that  Thomas 
Hole  was  a  lunatic  neglected  by  his  relations,  and  re- 
quested that  proper  measures  should  be  taken  for  his 
being  conveyed  to  an  asylum.  Dale  thereupon  made  a 
complaint  to  a  justice,  who  thereupon  made  an  order 
that  the  lunatic  should  be  brought  before  himself  and 
another  justice,  and  an  order  was  made  by  the  two  jus- 
tices, according  to  the  form  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  126,  Sched.  (K), 
No.  1,  for  the  reception  of  the  lunatic  into  an  asylum. 
In  the  particulars  subjoined  to  the  last-mentioned  order, 
Hawkridge  was  stated  to  be  the  placeof  abode  of  the  luna- 
tic. It  appeared,  however,  that  on  the  morning  on  which 
the  order  was  made,  the  lunatic  had  gone  to  the  house  of 
his  brother  in  the  adjoining  parish  of  Winsford,  and  was 
found  there  and  conveyed  from  thence  to  the  asylum  by 
the  relieving  officer;  and  a  subsequent  order  of  justices 
for  the  payment  of  the  expense  of  the  niaintenance  of 
the  lunatic  was  made  on  the  treasurer  of  the  union. 
The  poor-law  commissioners,  on  being  applied  to  by  the 
guardians  of  the  union,  gave  it  as  their  opinion,  that 
under  sect  57  of  8  &  9  Vict  a  126,  the  charge  must  be, 
in  the  first  instance,  on  the  parish  of  Winsford,  from 
which  the  lunatic  was  sent  And  the  guardians  accord- 
ingly made  the  following  minute: — Ordered,  that  a 
cheque  be  signed  for  132.,  the  expense  of  keeping  Tho- 
mas Hole  in  the  lunatic  asylum  at  Devizes.  Debit 
Winsford  parish;  credit  treasurer. 

Montagu  Smith(a)  appeared  for  the  auditor. 
<a)  Before  Lord  Denmtm,  0.  J.,  PofteMm,  Coleridffef  and  .SHSr,  Jt. 
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Pctshiey  shewed  cause  for  the  parish  of  Hawkridge. —        i849. 
The  facts  of  this  case  justify  an  order  sending  the  lunatic     ^     ' 
to  an  asylum,  under  the  stat  8  &  9  Vict  c.  126,  s.  49.  v- 

He  was  found  wandering  in  the  union,  and,  for  the  pur-*  WDrsro]i]>. 
poses  of  this  argument,  it  is  of  no  consequence  in  which 
parish  he  was  found;  and  an  order  is  made,  pursuant  to 
the  powers  given  by  sect  49,  on  the  treasurer  of  the 
union  for  the  expenses  incurred  in  the  asylum.  This 
person  was  treated  as  a  wandering  lunatic;  and  the 
order  by  which  he  was  sent  to  the  asylum  followed  the 
form  given  in  Schedule  (E.),  No.  ] ,  annexed  to  the  Act, 
which  is  applicable  to  lunatics  chargeable,  as  well  as 
those  wandering  though  not  chargeable.  The  direction 
given  by  the  po<^-law  commissioners  is  to  charge  the 
parish  of  Winsford ;  but  if  the  Court  should  think  that  \ 

Hawkridge  was  the  parish  from  which  the  lunatic  was 
sent,  still  sect  57,  which  they  refer  to,  applies  to  pauper 
lunatics,  and  is  not  referable  to  a  case  like  the  present, 
where  the  lunatic  is  not  chargeable,  but  neglected  by 
his  friends.  These  costs  must  be  defrayed  out  of  the 
common  fund  of  the  union  under  the  stat  11  &  12  Vict 
c.  110,  unless  relief  can  be  obtained  under  sect  8  of 
that  statute,  which  extends  to  the  guardians  of  any 
union  the  power  of  obtaining  orders  of  maintenance 
upon  the  relations  liable  under  any  statute  to  maintain 
any  poor  person  whose  relief  would  be  chargeable  to  the 
common  fund  of  the  union. 

Kinglake,  Seijt,  and  BaU,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^It 
seems  admitted  that  the  lunatic  was  properly  sent  to 
the  asylum  under  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  126,  s.  49.  That 
section  directs  the  charges  for  maintenance  in  the  asy- 
lum to  be  paid  by  the  treasurer  of  the  union,  or  the 
overseers  of  the  parish  from  which  such  lunatic  shall 
have  been  taken.  This  person  being  sent  by  a  valid  or- 
der to  an  asylum^  must  be  taken  to  be  a  pauper  charge 
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1S49.        able;  for  the  interpretation  clause,  sect  84,  gives  tiie 
The  QnuM     meaning  of  the  word  "  pauper"  to  be,  "  every  pereoa 
inhiUunUof   ^®°'  *°  "^^  Bsylum,  licensed  house,  or  roistered  hos- 
Haawom.     pitol,  by  any  justice,  officiating  clergyman,  and  overseer 
or  relieving  officer."    The  parish  of  Havkridge,  there- 
fore, being  in  effect  the  place  from  which  the  lunatic 
was  taken,  ought  to  bear  these  costs  of  maintenance, 
which  have  been  improperly  chained  by  the  auditor  to 
the  parish  of  Winsford. 

Cur.  adv.  vnlt 

Eelb,  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court — 
In  this  case  the  question  is,  whether  the  lunatic  was 
taken  from  tJie  parish  of  Winsford,  or  of  HawkridgeT 
His  home  was  in  Hawkridge,  and  the  relatives  by  whom 
he  was  neglected  lived  there,  and  the  clergyman  of  that 
parish  made  the  instance  to  the  relieving  officer,  in  con- 
sequence «f  which  a  warrant  was  obtained  by  that  offi- 
cer to  bring  him  up  for  examination,  under  which  war- 
rant the  lunatic  was  detained  in  Hawkridge  until  finally 
sent  from  thence  by  order  of  two  justices;  but  the  de- 
tention imder  t^t  warrant  commenced  at  Winsford,  in 
which  parish  the  relieving  officer,  when  proceeding  to 
execute  that  warrant,  happened  to  find  the  lunatic,  dur- 
ing a  short  visit  made  by  him  to  his  brother  there. 
Upon  these  facts  we  are  of  opinion,  Uiat  the  lunatic  was 
taken  from  the  parish  of  Hawkridge,  the  taking  con- 
templated by  sect  49  of  stat  8  &  9  Vict  c  126,  being 
rather  the  proceedings  imder  which  the  lunatic  is  sent 
to  confinement  thfui  the  mere  capture,  by  which  his 
personal  freedom  is  first  controlled.  It  was  properly  con- 
ceded ou  the  argument,  that  tite  expression  "  the  parish 
from  which  he  was  taken,"  is  very  nearly  equivalent  to 
"  the  parish  from  which,  or  at  the  instance  of  some 
clei^yman  or  officer  of  which,  he  was  sent,"  which  is 
another  form  of  expression,  occurring  in  other  sections. 
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Althoagh  the  lunatic  was  not  chargeable,  it  is  clear,        i849. 
from  the  form  of  the  order  given  in  ScheA  (E.),  No.  1,     ^i^To^ 
that  he  is  considered  as  a  pauper  in  respect  of  his  beiner  *• 

\c  rm  1  1       t       .  Inhabitants  of 

sent  to  confinement.  Then,  the  order  having  been  made  Wihspobd. 
upon  the  union,  in  respect  of  a  pauper  taken  from  the 
parish  of  Hawkridge,  the  expenses  ought  to  have  been 
charged  to  that  parish,  and  not  to  Winsford ;  therefore, 
the  allowance  of  the  sum  in  question  against  the  parish 
of  Winsford  ought  to  be  quashed,  and  that  sum  ought  to 
be  repaid  to  that  parish  by  the  parish  of  Hawkridge, 
and  the  costs  of  the  parish  of  Winsford  ought  to  be  re- 
paid to  that  parish  by  the  union. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly. 


Jones  v.  Machbn  and  Beickdalb,  Esquires,  and  White.       Jultf5. 

MoNTAOU  SMITH  had  obtained  a  rule  calling  where  a  wo- 
upon  E.  Machen  and  J.  F.  Brickdale,  Esquires,  two  of  man  >nade  an 

*  ^  ^  '        ^  '  application  for 

her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  county  an  order  in 
of  Gloucester,  acting  for  the   petty  sessional  division  der  stat^  7™  s 
of  Coleford,  to  shew  cause  why  a  mandamus  should  J^^  if  Ji^ 
not  issue,  commanding  them  to  hear  and  adjudicate  "fwionB,  and 

'  .         ®  •'  they,  after  hav- 

upon  an  application  made  on  the  27th  of  February,  ing  heard  the 
1849,  by  Hannah  Jones,  for  an  order  of  affiliation  on  behalf  diamiw- 
one  W.  White,  whom  she  alleged  to  be  the  putative  "^l^^ 
father  of  a  bastard  child.  ground  that  her 

evidence  had 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavits,  that  the  child  was  not  been  cono- 
bom  on  the  20th  of  November,  1848,  and  that  on  the  nJi^^jS!^ 
12th  of  January,  1849,  the  mother  applied  to  the  above-  ^°^^  ^^ 
named  justices  for  a  summons,  under  the  stat  7  &  8  shewaBnotbaiv 

•  t  m4w   tm  •         red  from  maik* 

Vict.  c.  101,  8.  2,  to  be  served  on  the  said  W.  White,  ing  a  second 

The  summons  was  served,  and  the  woman  and  White  ^Si^^e  tone 

appeared  before  the  said  justices  on  the  30th  of  Janu-  Jjjjjjjf  ^^  ^ 
VOL.  HI.                                   Y  Y                              N.  a  a 
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1849.  suy-  On  that  occasion  the  woman  was  sworn  and  exsb- 
mined,  and  witnesses  were  called,  who,  in  the  opinion  of 
the  justices,  failed  to  corroborate  her  testimony  in  any 
material  particular,  and,  without  calling  upon  White 
to  enter  upon  his  defence,  they  dismissed  the  applica- 
tion. After  such  dismissal,  the  woman  discovered  ad- 
ditional evidence,  which,  she  stated  in  her  affidavit, 
was  previously  unknown  to  her,  and  on  the  14th  of 
February  she  obtained  a  second  summons;  and  on  the 
27th  of  February  the  woman  and  White  appeared  be- 
fore the  same  two  justices,  at  a  petty  sessions  holden 
for  the  division  of  Coleford.  When  the  woman  was 
about  to  be  examined  in  support  of  the  application,  the 
attorney  for  White  objected,  and  contended  that  they 
could  not  entertain  the  case,  as  it  had  already  been 
heard,  and  dismissed  on  the  merits,  on  the  30th  of  Jar 
nuary.  The  said  justices,  therefore,  refused  to  entertain 
the  application. 

Keating  shewed  cause  (a). — ^The  stat  4  &  5  Will.  4,  a 
76,  gave  the  power  of  making  orders  in  bastardy  to  the 
justices  at  quarter  sessions;  and  it  is  clear,  that  under 
that  statute  only  one  application  could  be  made.  The 
stat.  7  &  8  Vict,  a  101,  repeals  the  former,  and  vests 
the  power  in  the  justices  at  petty  sessions.  Sects.  2  and  3 
limit  the  time  within  which  an  application  can  be 
made,  and  point  out  to  the  justices  the  sort  of  proof 
which  they  must  require.  On  the  30th  of  January  an 
application  was  made;  both  parties  were  present  with 
their  witnesses,  and  the  witnesses  on  behalf  of  the  ap- 
plicant not  satisfying  the  justices  that  there  was  suffi- 
cient corroborative  testimony,  refused  to  make  any 
order.     A  second  application  was  made  on  the  27th  of 


(a)  Before  PaUeson,  Wigktman  and  ErUy  Js.  Lord  Denman,  C.  J., 
was  absent. 
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Februaiy;  but  it  is  submitted,  that  the  justices  had  no  i849. 
power  to  entertain  it,  inasmuch  as  their  power  was  ex- 
hausted by  the  first  application.  In  Regina  y.  The  Jus- 
tices of  Bucks  (a),  Mr.  Justice  Erie  thought  a  second 
application  might  be  heard;  but  in  that  case  the  facts 
were  different  In  this  case  witnesses  were  called  who 
failed  to  prove  the  case;  it  is,  therefore,  res  adjudicata, 
and  as  such,  by  analogy  to  cases  civil  and  criminal, 
operates  as  a  bar  to  all  future  proceedings.  The  effect 
of  an  order  would  be  to  subject  the  father  to  a  pecu- 
niary penalty,  and  is  in  the  nature  of  a  penal  proceed- 
ing; and  this  is  like  an  acquittal  for  defect  of  evidence. 
In  Rex  V.  Terumt  (b),  the  quashing  an  order  in  bas- 
tardy was  held  to  prevent  a  second  application.  The 
only  difference  there  was,  that  an  appeal  intervened; 
but  justices  at  petty  sessions  are  as  competent  to  refuse 
as  justices  at  quarter  sessions  are  to  quash  an  order. 

Montagu  Smith,  in  support  of  the  rule. — Under  the 
stat  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  only  one  application  in  bas- 
tarday  could  have  been  made;  and  had  that  been  the 
intention  of  the  legislature  when  the  stat  7  &  8  Vict 
a  101,  was  passed,  it  would  have  been  very  easy  to  have 
made  a  similar  enactment.  It  is  important  to  observe, 
in  construing  this  Act  of  Parliament,  that  sect  4  gives 
a  right  of  appeal  to  the  putative  father;  but  there  is  no 
corresponding  right  given  to  the  woman  in  case  she 
fails  in  obtaining  an  order  at  the  petty  sessions.  The 
hearing  a  second  application  is  a  matter  of  discretion, 
and  not  matter  of  law.  No  witnesses  were  called  for 
the  father,  but  those  on  behalf  of  the  woman  failed  to 
prove  the  case  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  justices;  the 
case,  therefore,  is  more  analogous  to  a  nonsuit  than  a 
judgment    There  is  no  res  adjudicata  till  some  order  is 

(a)  Ante,  p.  600.  (b)  2  Ld.  Raym.  1423. 
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1849.  made;  and  that  distinguishes  this  case  from  Rex  y. 
Reason  (a),  where  it  appeared  by  the  return  made  to 
this  Court  that  the  defendant  had  been  acquitted  of 
the  charge  preferred  before  the  justicea  In  Rex  v. 
Jenkin  (b),  the  case  of  Rex.  v.  Terumt  (c)  was  consider- 
ed; but  the  Court  held,  that  a  second  application  in 
bastardy  might  be  made. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  now  delirered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court — ^The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  a  se- 
cond application  in  bastardy  can  be  made  by  the  mother, 
under  7  &  8  Vict  c.  101,  after  justices  in  petty  sessions 
hare  dismissed  the  first.  The  case  of  Rex.  ▼.  Jenkin  (6) 
determined  that  justices  out  of  sessions  have  no  power 
to  adjudicate  that  the  man  against  whom  the  com- 
plaint is  made  is  not  the  father,  and  to  acquit  him,  ex- 
pressly on  the  ground,  that,  as  no  appeal  was  given  to 
the  parish,  they  ought  not  to  be  concluded.  So  here, 
no  appeal  is  given  to  the  mother,  though  it  is  given  to 
the  party  charged;  and  therefore,  if  we  were  to  hold 
that  no  second  application  could  be  made,  the  parties 
would  be  placed  on  unequal  terms.  '  The  cases  cited  at 
the  bar  were  all  cited  in  Rex  v.  Jenkin;  and  the  Court 
took  the  distinction  between  the  decision  of  a  court  of 
sessions,  which  is  final,  and  a  mere  dismissal  of  an  ap- 
plication by  justices  out  of  sessions.  They  also  noticed 
the  alleged  inconvenience  of  repeated  applications,  and 
said  that  it  was  no  greater  than  in  other  cases — such  as 
applications  for  orders  of  settlement,  or  for  suppressing 
alehouses  and  the  like,  in  which  there  is  no  doubt 
that  a  second  application  may  be  made. 

The  Stat  7  &  8  Vict  c.  101,  gives  the  mother  the 
remedy,  somewhat  similar  to  that  which  formerly  had 

(a)  6  T.  R.  37&     (b)  Ca.  tern.  Hardw.  301.     (c)  2  Ld.  Raym.  1423. 
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been  given  to  the  parish,  and  directs  the  tribunal  to  1849. 
which  application  is  to  be  made:  it  authorises  the  jus- 
tices in  petty  sessions,  upon  certain  evidence  to  ad- 
judge the  party  summoned  to  be  the  putative  father, 
and  to  order  him  to  pay  money,  and  gives  him  a  right 
of  appeal;  but  it  contains  no  direction  as  to  what  is  to 
be  done  if  the  case  is  not  made  out  to  their  satisfaction. 
Neither  does  the  subsequent  stat.  8  &  9  Vict  c.  10, 
which  latter  gives,  in  a  schedule,  the  forms  which  are 
to  be  used;  but  there  is  no  form  of  adjudication  in  fa- 
vour of  the  party  summoned,  nor  any  enactment  as  to 
costs  to  him,  or  anything  of  the  kind.  We  cannot, 
therefore,  see  that  the  legislature  intended  them  to 
have  any  power  to  adjudicate  finally  against  the  mo- 
ther. Their  dismissal  of  the  application  is  rather  in 
the  nature  of  a  nonsuit  in  an  action,  in  which  case  the 
plaintiff  may  come  again  better  prepared.  We  are  far 
from  saying  that  the  dismissal  is  to  have  no  weight; 
but  we  think  that  the  justices  cannot  refuse  to  hear  the 
second  application.  If  it  should  appear  to  them  that 
the  matter  was  fuUy  inquired  into  on  the  first  occasion, 
they  wiD  reasonably  view  any  new  evidence  with  much 
suspicion,  and  sift  it  accordingly;  but  we  do  not  think 
that  the  dismissal  can  operate  as  a  bar  to  further  in- 
quiry. 

Rule  absolute. 
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Jvly  6.  Palmer  u  Sutcliffb,  Esquire,  and  Cooklr 

Commiisionen    Xn  Easter  Term  last  (April  26th),  Thinn  obtained  a 

tinder  a  local  ,  .  ,.  .^  #•    i         • 

Act  of  Parlia-  rule  Calling  upon  William  Sutcliffe,  mayor  of  the  city 

^T.  cxxvi)  for  ^^  Bath,  one  of  the  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the 

lightmg^d  gg^ij  ^i^y  g^jj J  boFough  of  Bath,  and  Charles  Cockle,  to 

riah  of  Bath-  shew  cause  why  the  said  W.  Sutcliffe,  as  such  justice  as 

powered  to  levy  afc^esaid,  should  not  proceed  to  hear  and  determine  the 

iwiTgii^n  to^^  complaint  of  James  Palmer  against  C.  Cockle,  for  the 

justices  for  the  non-pavment  of  the  sum  of  3«.  6id,  assessed  upon  him 

oounty  of  So-  *' 

merset  to  en-  in  respect  of  Certain  premises  in  his  occupation  in  the 

of  them  by  dia-  parish  of  Bathwick,  within  the  said  city  and  borough, 

teTofinooro^  by  a  rate  or  assessment  made  the  24th  of  June  last, 

ration  was  under  and  by  virtue  of  a  local  Act  of  Parliament,  41 

granted  by 

Queen  Eliza-  Geo.  3,  c.  cxxm^  for  paving,  cleansing,  lighting,  &ic.  the 

and  borouglTof  parish  of  Bathwick,  for  removing  nuisances,  &c.,  and  for 

Sw^tat^s  &%  establishing  a  proper  and  effective  police  therein. 

Will.  4,  c  76,  It  appeared  that  the  rate  in  question  had  been  duly 

passed,  the  pa-  .     .  . 

rish  of  Bath-      made  by  the  (commissioners  appointed  under  the  stat 

atepMSyhT  ^  ^^^'  3>  C-  WJiTvt,  on  the  24th  Juiie,  1848;  and  the 
Ae  county  of     g^^j  ^f  3^  g  1  ^   ^^  which  C.  Cockle  was  assessed,  was 

Somerset  and  .    '  _ 

partly  in  the  duly  demanded  on  the  22nd  March  last,  which  he  re- 
but by  sect  7  of  fused  to  pay.  On  the  10th  April,  application  was  made 
^oifpwirfT  *^  ^'  Sutcliffe  for  a  distress  warrant,  which  he  declined 
was  included      ^o  ffrant,  on  the  ground  that  he  did  not  think  he  had 

within  the  dty  e  >  b 

of  Bath.    An  any  lawful  authority,  as  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  the 

the  parish  of  city  and  borough  of  Bath,  to  do  so.     A  similar  applica- 

ddy  assMteT  *^^^  ^^  *^®^  made  to  the  justices  for  the  county  of 

under  their  Somerset;  and  they  declined,  on  the  ground  that  they 

local  Act,  and  ...  . 

the  amount  not  had  no  authority  to  act  in  the  parish  of  Bathwick.  By 
m^^te  for     a  charter  of  incorporation  granted  by  Queen  Elizabeth, 

the  dty  and  bo- 
rough of  Bath 
refused  to  grant  a  warrant  of  distress : — 

Hddy  that  the  refusal  to  pay  these  rates  was  an  offence  against  the  proTisions  of  the  local 
Act,  within  the  meaning  of  the  stat  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict  c.  78,  s,  31,  and  that  the  justices  for 
the  dty  and  borough  of  Bath  had  jurisdiction  to  enforce  the  payment  of  them. 
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jurisdiction  within  the  liberties  and  precincts  of  the 
city  of  Bath  was  given  to  the  mayor,  recorder,  and  two 
aldermen  of  the  said  city,  containing  a  non-intromittant 
clause.  Before  the  passing  of  the  Municipal  Corporation 
Act,  the  parish  of  Bathwick  was  not  wholly  within  the 
city  of  Bath,  part  being  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  justices  of  Somerset;  but  by  virtue  of  sect  7  of 
that  Act,  the  whole  parish  was  included  within  the  city 
of  BatL  In  pursuance  of  sect  98  of  that  Act,  a  com- 
mission had  been  issued  by  the  Crown  to  certain  per- 
sons to  act  as  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  city  and  bo- 
rough of  Bath,  and  a  separate  court  of  quarter  sessions 
has  been  granted  (a). 


1849. 


(a)  The  stat.  41  Geo.  3,  c. 
exxvi,  8.  43,  empowere  the  com- 
missioners,- once  or  oftener  in 
every  year,  as  they  shall  see  occa- 
sion, to  cause  such  sum  of  money 
to  be  raised  by  a  rate  or  assess- 
ment upon  the  several  tenants  or 
occupiers  of  houses,  dire,  not  ex- 
ceeding, d^c,  as  they  shall  think 
proper  and  necessary  for  pay- 
ing and  defraying  the  charges 
and  expenses  incidental  to  and 
attending  the  execution  of  the 
act,  dire,  except,  d^c;  and  the  mo- 
ney so  to  be  rated  and  assess- 
ed shall  from  time  to  time  be 
paid  by  such  several  tenants  or 
occupiers  as  aforesaid,  and  they 
are  required  to  pay  the  same  by 
equal  quarterlypajments,  to  the 
collector  or  collectors  to  be  ap- 
pointed by  the  commissioners,  as 
aforesaid. 

Sect.  46  enacts,  That,  if  the 
tenant  or  occupier  of  any  mes- 
suage, d^c,  upon  or  in  respect  of 
which  any  rate  or  assessment, 
shall  be  charged  or  imposed  by 


virtue  of  this  Act,  shaU  at  any 
time  neglect  or  refuse  to  pay  the 
rates  or  sums  of  money  which 
shaU  be  so  rated  or  assessed  as 
aforesaid,  for  the  space  of  four- 
teen days  after  the  same  shall 
be  due  and  demand  made  there- 
of by  notice,  d^c,  then  upon 
proof  thereof  upon  oath,  (or  af- 
firmation, being  a  Quaker,)  be- 
fore any  justice  of  the  peace  for 
the  said  county  of  Somerset,  the 
same  shall  and  may  be  leyied 
and  recovered  by  distress  and 
sale  of  the  goods  and  chattels 
of  every  such  tenant  or  occu- 
pier, by  warrant  under  the  hand 
and  seal  of  any  such  justice  d^c. 

The  Stat.  7  Will.  4  <b  1  Vict. 
c.  78,  8.  30,  enacts,  That  all 
matters  cognisable  by  virtue  of 
any  local  Act  of  Parliament  or 
otherwise,  by  any  justice  of  the 
peace,  or  by  the  general  or  quar- 
ter sessions  of  the  peace,  having 
jurisdiction  within  any  place 
which,  since  the  passing  of  the 
said  Act  for  regulating  corpora- 
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Paucbb 
SuTCLivn. 


Hodges  shewed  cause  (a). — Tlie  question  raised  is, 
whether  justices  for  the  county  of  Somerset,  or  justices 
for  the  city  of  Bath,  have  jurisdiction  to  enforce  this 
rate  made  under  the  local  4-ct  By  sect  46  of  that 
Act,  jurisdiction  to  enforce  the  payment  of  rates  was 
given  to  the  justices  for  the  county  of  Somerset;  and 
the  question  is,  whether  that  jurisdiction  is  taken  from 
them  by  the  stats.  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  and  7  Will.  4  & 
1  Vict.  c.  78.  In  Rex  v.  The  Justices  ofOloiice8tershireQ)\ 
sects.  7  and  8  of  the  stat  5  &  6  Will  4,  c.  76,  came 
under  the  consideration  of  the  Court,  and  they  were 
there  held  to  operate  only  as  to  the  boundaries  of  the 
borough.  Sect.  Ill  relates  to  jurisdiction  exercised  out 
of  sessions:  Regina  v.  Deane  (c).  The  city  of  Bath  has 
a  separate   grant  of  quarter  sessions,  and  was  not 


tions,  or  of  an  Act  passed  in  the 
sixth  and  seventh  year  of  the 
reign  of  his  present  Majesty, 
intituled,  'An  Act  to  make  tem- 
porary provision  for  the  bound- 
aries of  certain  boroughs,'  has 
ceased,  or  which  under  any  fu- 
ture Act  may  cease  to  be  within 
and  to  be  part  of  any  borough 
or  the  liberties  thereof,  shall  be 
cognisable  by  the  justices  of 
the  peace,  or  the  general  quarter 
sessions  of  the  county,  riding, 
or  division,  liberty  or  jurisdic- 
tion, within  which  such  place  is 
situate,  in  the  same  manner, 
and  subject  to  the  same  provi- 
sions, as  the  same  were  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices 
of  the  peace  for  that  borough  or 
place,  or  of  the  general  or  quar- 
ter sessions  of  the  same. 

Sect.  31  enacts.  That  after 
the  passing  of  this  Act,  all  of- 
fences committed  within  any  bo- 
rough, or  the  precincts  thereof, 


against  the  provisions  of  any 
local  Act  of  Parliament,  shall 
be  cognisable  by  the  justices  of 
such  borough,  and  such  justices 
shall  possess  all  the  powers  and 
jurisdiction  with  respect  to  such 
offences,  which  were  heretofore 
possessed  by  the  justices  of  any 
county,  riding,  division,  liberty, 
or  jurisdiction,  by  virtue  of  any 
such  local  Act ;  provided  always, 
that  in  every  case  in  which  im- 
prisonment might  be  awarded 
for  any  such  offence,  or  to  en- 
force payment  of  any  penalty 
imposed  by  any  such  Act,  such 
imprisonment  may  be  awarded 
to  take  place  in  any  gaol  to 
which  the  justices  of  that  bo- 
rough have  power  to  commit 
offenders. 

(a)  Before  Lord  Denmany 
0.  J.,  Patteson  and  (kleridffe,  Js. 

{h)  4  A.  4b  E.  689. 

{e)  2  Q.  B.  B.  96. 
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wholly  exempt  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  jus-  1849. 
tices,  and  therefore  is  not  within  the  latter  part  of  that 
section.  Sect  87  shews  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of 
the  legislature  to  interfere  with  the  provisions  of  local 
Acts.  Then,  as  to  the  stat.  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict  c.  78, 
the  language  of  sects.  30  and  31  shew  that  it  was  never 
intended  to  transfer  the  jurisdiction  from  the  county 
to  the  borough  justices.  If  the  effect  of  the  stat  5  &  6 
Will.  4,  c.  76,  was  to  take  away  jurisdiction  from  the 
county  justices,  then  the  provision  in  sect  31  of  the 
former  Act  was  unnecessary.  The  refusal  to  pay  these 
rates  is  not  an  offence  against  the  local  Act,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  31st  section  of  the  stat.  7  Will.  4  &  1 
Vict  c.  78.  The  Court  must  see  that  the  jurisdiction 
over  this  subject  is  clearly  transferred  from  the  county 
to  the  borough  justices,  before  they  will  direct  this  dis- 
tress warrant  to  be  issued. 

Pkinn,  in  support  of  the  rule. — If  the  transfer  of  ju- 
risdiction from  the  county  to  the  borough  justices  was 
not  complete  by  the  stat.  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  it  was 
placed  beyond  all  doubt  by  the  stat  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict 
c.  78.  In  Rew  v.  The  Justices  of  Ol(mcestershire(a),  it 
was  held,  under  the  first  Act,  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
justices  of  Gloucestershire  was  transferred  to  the  justices 
of  Bristol.  Sect  111  of  the  stat  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76, 
excludes  the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  justices  where 
the  borough  was  before  exempt;  and  by  that  Act  the 
parish  of  Bathwick  was  included  within  the  borough  of 
Bath :  Regina  v.  Bridgewater  (b).  The  stat  7  Will  4  &  1 
Vict.  c.  78,  s,  31 ,  provides  that  offences  committed  within 
any  borough,  or  the  precincts  thereof,  against  the  pro- 
visions of  any  local  Act  of  Parliament,  shall  be  cognis- 
able by  the  justices  of  such  borough.     The  refusal  to 

(a)  4  A-  <k  B.  689.  (h)  10  A.  ^  E.  711. 
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1849.  P&7  this  rate  is  a  contempt  of  a  statute,  and  punishable: 
although  not  made  an  indictable  offence,  it  is  still  an 
offence  within  the  meaning  of  the  31st  section  (a). 

Cur.  ady.  vult 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court — This  was  an  application  under  11  &  12  Vict 
c.  44,  for  a  rule  to  the  justices  of  Bath,  to  hear  a  com- 
plaint for  nonpayment  of  rates  under  a  local  Act,  41  Geo.  3, 
c.  cxaroi,  relating  to  the  parish  of  Bath  wick.  That  parish 
was  not  then  within  the  borough  of  Bath,  and  by  sect  46 
the  rate  is  directed  to  be  enforced  by  distress  warrant  of 
a  justice  of  the  county  of  Somerset  By  stat  5  &  6  Will 
4,  a  76,  sa  7  and  8,  referring  to  stat  2  &  3  WilL  4,  a  64, 
Bathwick  became  part  of  the  borough  of  BatL  The 
charter  of  that  borough  has  a  non-intromittant  clause, 
and  a  court  of  quarter  sessions  has  been  granted  to  the 
borough,  and  justices  appointed,  under  sect.  98.  There- 
fore, by  the  latter  part  of  sect  111,  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  county  justices  within  the  parish  of  Bathwick  is 
taken  away;  for  it  expressly  provides,  that  "no  part  of 
any  borough  in  and  for  which  a  separate  court  of  quar- 
ter sessions  of  the  peace  shall  be  holden,  shall  be  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices  of  any  coimty  from  which 
such  borough,  before  the  passingof  this  Act,  was  exempt" 
The  borough  of  Bath  was  so  exempt,  and  every  part  of 
it,  whether  anciently  part  or  newly  added,  is  clearly 
within  this  clause. 

But  it  does  not  follow,  because  the  county  justices  were 
deprived  of  their  jurisdiction  under  the  local  Act,  bysect 
111  of  stat  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  that  such  jurisdiction  was 
transferred  to  the  borough  justices.  The  general  juris- 
diction of  justices  doubtless  would  be  transferred,  but 
it  may  be  doubtful  whether  the  special  jurisdiction  under 

(a)  Hawk.  P.  C.  bk.  2,  c.  26,  s.  4  (1796.) 
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the  local  Act  was.  The  legislature  seems  to  hare  enter-  1849. 
tained  this  doubt,  else  the  enactments  in  staf .  7  WilL 
4  &  1  Vict.  c.  78,  ss.  30  and  31,  were  unnecessary.  Sect 
30  provides  for  the  case  of  part  of  a  borough  being  dis- 
severed, and  enacts,  that  all  matters  cognisable  by  virtue 
of  any  local  Act  by  the  borough  justices  in  such  severed 
part,  shall  be  cognisable  by  the  county  justices.  Sect  31 
provides  for  the  case  of  parts  of  a  county  added  to  a 
borough.  But  here  the  language  is  different,  and  in- 
stead of  "  all  matters  cognisable,"  it  enacts,  that  "  all 
offences  committed  within  any  borough,  or  the  pre- 
cincts thereof,  against  the  provisions  of  any  local  Act  of 
Parliament,  shall  be  cognisable  by  the  justices  of  the 
borough,  and  they  shall  possess  all  the  powers  and  juris- 
diction with  respect  to  such  offences,  which  are  pos- 
sessed by  the  justices  of  the  county/'  The  reason  for 
the  change  of  language  is  not  apparent,  but  it  raises  the 
question,  whether  non-payment  of  the  rates  assessed 
under  the  local  Act,  41  Geo.  3,  c.  exam,  be  an  offence 
against  the  provisions  of  that  Act. 

Now  the  43d  section  of  the  local  Act  has  these  words, 
^^  and  the  money  so  to  be  rated  and  assessed  shall  from 
time  to  time  be  paid  by  such  several  tenants  or  occupiers 
as  aforesaid,  and  they  are  hereby  required  to  pay  the 
same  by  equal  quarterly  payments,  to  the  collector  or 
collectors  to  be  appointed  as  aforesaid."  Surely  the  non- 
payment of  the  money,  in  the  teeth  of  such  an  enact- 
ment, must  be  an  offence  against  the  provisions  of  the 
Act,  within  the  meaning  of  stat  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict  c.  78, 
a  31.  We  are  satisfied  that  it  is,  and  that  this  rule 
must  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 
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1849. 

Jvly6,       The  Surveyors    of  the  Highways  for  the  Parish  of 
Blbchinqdon  v.  The  Rev.  Thomas  Dakp  and  Others. 

The  occupier  of   KeATINQ  had  obtained  a  rule,  under  the  stat  11  & 

property  in  a  ' 

puuh  rated,  12  Vict  c.  44,  s.  5,  Calling  upon  two  justices  of  the  county 
way  Act,  in  a  of  Oxford  and  the  Rev.  Thomas  Dand  to  shew  cause  why 
Se'&ceofUi,  ^^  justices  should  not  issue  a  warrant  of  distress  for 
w^^^iml  ^^^^8  upon  the  goods  of  Mr.  Dand  a  sum  alleged  to  be 
cannot,  after  due  from  him  in  respect  of  a  highway  rate, 
pealing  has  It  appeared  from  the  affidavits  on  which  the  rule  was 

^"^^^^  obtained,  that,  on  the  15th  March,  1848,  a  highway  rate 
S**^**{i"b«ui  ^^  niade  for  the  parish  of  Blechingdon,  in  the  county 
be  in  fret  ex-  of  Oxford,  in  which  the  Rev.  Thomas  Dand  was  assessed 
*"^  in  respect  of  his  glebe  land.   In  February,  1849,  demand 

was  made  of  the  sum  at  which  he  was  assessed,  which 
was  not  paid.  In  March,  1849,  application  was  made 
to  the  justices  for  a  warrant  of  distress.  On  that  occa- 
sion Mr.  Dand  was  present,  and  claimed  an  exemption 
from  the  highway  rate,  in  respect  of  his  glebe  land.  It 
appeared  that  he  had  not  appealed  against  the  rate. 

M,  Chambers  and  Pigott  shewed  cause  (a). — ^The  High- 
way Act,  5  &  6  WilL  4,  c.  50,  s.  105,  gives  a  right  of  ap- 
peal, in  very  general  terms,  "  to  any  person  who  shall 
think  himself  aggrieved  by  any  rate  made  under  or  in 
pursuance  of  this  Act,  or  by  any  order,  conviction,  judg- 
ment, or  determination  made,  or  by  any  matter  or  thing 
done  by  any  justice  or  other  person  in  pursuance  of  this 
Act,  and  for  which  no  particular  method  of  relief  has  been 
already  appointed."  The  refusal  of  the  justices  to  grant 
this  warrant  of  distress  is  a  "judgment  or  determina- 
tion" against  which  the  statute  gives  a  right  of  appeal; 

(a)  Before  Wightman,  J.,  in  the  Bail  Court. 
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and  it  is  therefore  premature  for  the  surveyors  to  come        1849. 
to  this  Court  under  the  stat  11  &  12  Vict  c.  44,  to  com-     Surveyors  of 
pel  the  justices  to  grant  a  distress  warrant  before  they   Blhohingdok 
haye  availed  themselves  of  the  right  of  appeal  given  by        Band. 
the  Highway  Act:  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Birming- 
ham{a).    Mr.  Dand  claims  an  exemption  from  the  high- 
way rate  under  sect  33.     By  sect  32  the  power  of  de- 
ciding on  the  validity  of  any  claim  of  exemption  from 
the  highway  rate  is  vested  in  the  justices  at  special  ses- 
sions; and  any  order  made  by  such  justices  is  declared 
to  be  final  with  respect  to  such  rate,     Mr.  Dand,  there- 
fore, was  not  bound  to  have  appealed  to  the  quarter 
sessions  against  such  rate.   If  this  rule  is  made  absolute, 
he  will  be  compelled  to  pay  the  rate ;  whereas  if  a  man- 
damus issued,  a  return  might  have  been  made,  and  then 
the  validity  of  the  claim  might  have  been  discussed: 
Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Shropshire  (b).   Where  justices 

(a)  Ante,  p.  445. 

(b)  The  Queen  v.  The  JuBtices  of  Shbopshibe.  jf^y  4^ 

A  RULE  was  obtained  under  the  stat.  11  <k  12  Vict.  c.  44,  call*  A  rule  under 
ing  on  certain  justices  for  the  county  of  Shropshire,  and  a  person   r^^^^  ^-^  * 
named  Hansworth,  to  shew  cause  why  those  justices  should  not  is  not  the  pro-' 
issue  their  warrant  of  distress  for  levying  upon  the  goods  of  Mr.   per  remedy  to 
Hansworth  the  sum  of  6^.,  as  the  sum  due  from  him  for  highway  ^  "*®  vahdity 
rate  in  respect  of  his  occupation  of  a  certain  farm.    The  rule  had  ^^^  j^q^  ^ 
been  obtained  on  two  grounds:  1.  That  Mr.  Hansworth  had  not  highway  rate, 
shewn  to  the  magistrates  a  sufficient  exemption.     2.  That  he 
ought  to  have  appealed  to  the  sessions.    The  exemption  set  up  was, 
that  the  owner  and  occupier  of  the  particular  farm  was  immemo- 
nally  exempt  from  contribution  to  the  highway  of  the  township,  in 
consideration  of  an  immemorial  liability  to  repair  one  road,  1393 
yards  in  length,  and  to  bear  one-half  of  the  expenses  of  repairing  a 
certain  bridge  in  the  township.    The  second  ground  was  abandoned, 
in  consideration  of  a  fatal  objection  to  the  jurat  of  the  affidavits  on 
which  the  rule  had  been  obtained  being  waived. 

* 
Manninff,  Serjt.,  now  shewed  cause. 

Whitmare  appeared  for  the  magistrates. 
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1849.  acting  bond  fide  in  the  exercise  of  their  discretion,  re* 

Sorreyon  of  ^^^  '^  grant  a  distress  warrant,  this  Court  has  declined 

BucHiKaooH  ^  interfere:  Rex  v.  Dyer  {a),  Rex  v.  QreoAneQyjy  Rex  v. 

Dawdw  Morgan (c)j  Rex  v.  Mirekouae{d). 

Keating^  conti^ — The  refusal  of  the  justices  to  grant 
a  distress  warrant  is  not  a  grievance  against  which 
the  Highway  Act  gives  any  right  of  appeal  There  is 
no  order  made,  or  anything  extant  in  writing,  against 
which  there  could  be  an  appeal  The  rate  is  the 
grievance,  and  against  that  Mr.  Dand  might  have  ap- 
pealed; but  having  allowed  the  time  for  appealing  to 
elapse,  he  is  precluded  firom  raising  any  objection  to  his 
rateability,  as  far  as  the  present  rate  is  concerned  In 
Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  B%rmingham(e),  the  cases  on 

Keating  J  in  support  of  the  rule. — (The  question  argued  was  upon 
the  validity  of  the  exemption  claimed.) 

Patteson,  J.  (*). — ^This  is  a  question  of  a  right,  as  to  which  there 
is  great  doubt ;  and  if  this  rule  were  to  be  made  absolute,  there 
would  be  no  means  of  trying  the  right  I  certainly  do  not  think 
that  a  right  ought  to  be  tried  on  afBdavits ;  and  except  upon  affi- 
davits it  cannot  be  tried  under  this  rule,  because  there  are  no 
ulterior  proceedings,  and  therefore  no  means  of  letting  the  parties 
interested  come  in.  This  right  may  be  tried  on  an  appeal,  which 
is  the  remedy  for  the  party  claiming ;  and  it  may  be  tried  by  man- 
damus, which  is  the  remedy  for  those  who  resist  it.  The  stat.  Wit 
12  Vict.  c.  44,  does  not  compel  parties  to  apply  for  a  rule;  and,  as 
in  this  case,  a  rule  does  not  furnish  the  remedy,  the  statute  does 
not  in  fact  apply.  The  consequence  of  our  decision  will  be,  that  the 
parish  will  lose  these  rates;  when  they  make  new  ones,  they  may, 
if  an  appeal  be  not  brought,  apply  for  a  writ  of  mandamua.  This  is 
not  a  case  in  which  we  ought  to  direct  an  issue. 

CoLEKinaB  and  Eble,  Js.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 

(a)  2  A.  <b  E.  606.  ((Q  2  A.  <k  E.  632. 

\h)  Ibid.  616.  ((f)  Ante,  p.  446. 

(c)  Ibid.  618,  n. 


{*)  Lord  Dmman,  0.  J.,  was  absent 


r 
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this  subject  were  fully  discussed,  and  it  was  there  held        1840. 
that,  although  the  society  was  exempt  from  rateability     gupyeyoM  of 
under  the  stat  6  &  7  Vict  a  36,  still,  not  having  ap-   Blmhwodom 
pealed,  the  payment  of  that  rate  could  not  be  resisted.        Da»i>. 
When  a  rate  is  not  disputed  on  appeal,  the  duty  of  jus- 
tices in  granting  a  distress  warrant  becomes  a  mere 
ministerial  act    In  the  cases  cited  the  Court  refused  to 
grant  a  mandamus  to  justices,  because  it  was  not  per- 
fectly clear  that  they  would  not  incur  the  risk  of  an 
action.     Those  reasons  no  longer  exist;  magistrates  act- 
ing under  orders  made  in  pursuance  of  the  stat  11  & 
12  Vict.  c.  44,  are  protected  from  all  liability  of  that 
sort 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

WiQHTMAN,  J.,  now  delivered  judgment — This  was  a 
rule  under  the  11  &  12  Vict  c.  45,  s.  5,  calling  upon 
two  magistrates  and  the  Rev.  Thomas  Dand  to  shew 
cause  why  the  magistrates  should  not  issue  a  warrant 
of  distress,  for  levying  upon  the  goods  of  Mr.  Dand  a 
sum  alleged  to  be  due  from  him  in  respect  of  a  highway 
rata 

The  rate  was  made  in  the  usual  manner,  and  upon 
the  face  of  it  was  regular,  and  Mr.  Dand  was  assessed 
in  respect  of  certain  premises  occupied  by  him  in  the 
parish.  He  claLmed  to  be  exempt  from  the  payment  of 
the  highway  rate;  and  upon  the  facts  appearing  on  the 
affidavits,  he  has  substantial  grounds  for  the  assertion 
of  his  claim.  He  had,  however,  suffered  the  time  for 
appealing  against  the  rate,  as  far  as  it  affected  him,  to 
pass  by;  and  the  question  was,  whether  this  rule  should 
be  made  absolute,  notwithstanding  a  real  claim  to  ex- 
emption, or  whether  the  surveyors  of  the  highway  should 
apply  for  a  mandamus  upon  the  retifm  to  which  the 
validity  of  the  claim  to  exemption  might  be  tried. 

Two  very  late  decisions  were  cited  in  the  argument: 
one,  the  case  of  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Birmmg- 
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1840.        ham{a),  in  which  the  Court  decided,  that  where  an  oc- 

Snrve'ora^f    ^^P^®^  ^^  premises  exempt  from  the  payment  of  poor- 

Blichixqdoh    rate,  but  included  and  assessed  in  the  rate,  had  omitted 

Dahd.  to  appeal  against  it,  the  justices  were  bound  to  issue 
their  distress  warrant,  notwithstanding  an  objection 
on  the  ground  of  exemption,  and  that  the  occupier 
must  submit  to  the  payment  of  that  rate,  and  appeal 
against  any  subsequent  rate  that  might  be  made,  and 
which  included  his  premises:  the  other  was  the  case  of 
Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  8hropshire(b)y  in  which  the 
Court  held,  that  where  a  bona  fide  claim  to  exemption 
from  payment  of  highway  rates  was  set  up  as  an  answer 
to  an  application  to  justices  to  issue  a  distress  warrant 
for  nonpayment  of  a  highway  rate,  they  would  not  make 
a  rule  absolute  upon  the  justices  to  issue  their  warrant, 
but  would  leave  the  surveyors  to  their  remedy  by  man- 
damus, to  which  a  return  stating  the  ground  of  claim 
to  exemption  might  be  made,  and  the  right  determined. 
But  in  that  case  it  was  not  shewn  to  the  Court  that  the 
time  to  appeal  had  passed,  which  distinguishes  that  case 
from  the  case  of  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Birmingham, 
and  from  the  present 

There  was  in  the  present  case  prim&  facie  jurisdiction 
to  make  the  rate,  and  unless  appealed  against,  it  re- 
mains a  valid  and  conclusive  rate;  and  I  am  unable,  in 
principle,  to  distinguish  this  from  the  case  of  Regina  v. 
The  Justices  of  Birmingham(a),  and  that  of  Fawcett  v- 
FowKs{c).  The  rule,  therefore,  will  be  absolute,  and  the 
consequence  will  be,  that  Mr.  Dand  must  pay  this  rate, 
and  avail  himself  of  his  right  to  appeal,  if  any  future 
assessment  be  made  in  respect  of  the  premises  in  his 

occupation. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  Ante,  p.  446.  {h)  Ante,  p.  641. 

(c)  7  B.  <b  C.  394. 
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1849. 


Cotttt  of  Ctiminal  H^eal. 


TRINITY  VACATION,  1849. 


A 


The  Queen  v.  Lanqridge.  Jum2S. 


.T  the  quarter  sessions  holden  at  the  Castle  of  Where,  upon 

Exeter,  in  and  for  the  county  of  Devon,  on  the  20th  prisoner  for  ob- 

day  of  February,  1849,  Harriet  Langridge  was  convict-  ^^  nJJT 

ed  for  unlawfiilly  obtaining,  by  false  pretences,  firom  byfiiisepre- 

•  /•        1  t»  tences,  it  ap- 

Mary  Rowe,  a  promissory  note  for  the  sum  of  502.  and  peared  that  the 
interest  Upon  the  trial,  the  deposition  of  Mary  Rowe  SJ^tthrough 
was  put  in  evidence  by  the  coimsel  for  the  prosecution;  5^«M»j»dher 

*  •'  r  y    deposition, 

proof  was  given  that  it  was  taken  by  the  committing  proved  to  have 

,  .  been  r^^ulaily 

magistrate  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  and  that  taken  before  a 

she  had  a  full  opportunity  of  cross-examining  the  said  ^^^^^  *^ 

Mary  Rowe;  that  it  was  signed  by  William  Ponsford,  ^^^'^^'a^ 

clerk,  the  justice  before  whom  the  same  purported  to  caption  of  the 

have  been  taken;  that  the  said  Mary  Rowe  was,  at  the  that  it  had  been 

time  of  the  trial,  so  ill  as  not  to  be  able  to  travel ;  and  ^^j^  ^f^the 

that  the  committing  magistrate  had  informed  the  pri-  p™o>i»> "  ^^f 

,  ^         *         18  now  charged 

soner,  when  before  him,  that  the  charge  against  her  before  me  for 
was  for  obtaining  the  promissory  note  and  other  valu-  Lymdother 
able  securities  by  means  of  false  pretences.  rities  for  money 

The  caption  of  the  deposition  of  the  said  Mary  Rowe,  ^  ^S  ^"^^ 
after  the  usual  commencement  stated  the  examination     ffdd,  that 
of  the  said  Mary  Rowe,  wife  of  William  Squire  Rowe,  fici^y  de- 
of  &c.,  to  have  been  taken  "in  the  presence  and  hear-  ^!f^^Jij,rt 
ing  of  Harriet  Langridge,  late  of  &c.,  wife  of  John  the  prisoner, 

and  that  the 

Langridge,  of  the  same  place,  labourer,  who  is  now  deposition  was 
charged  before  me  this  day  for  obtaining  money  and  Sl°me^d!m«^ 
other  valuable  securities  for  money  from  the  said  Mary. 
VOL.  HI.  z  z  N.  s.  c. 
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1849.        Rowe,  the  money  then  and  there  being  the  money  of 
llieQiTSBv     ^^^  ^^^  William  Squire  Rowe,  and  the  said  yaluable 
*•  security  for  money  being  then  and  there  the  property 

of  Charlotte  Rowe." 

It  was  objected,  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner,  that  the 
charge  thus  set  forth  in  the  said  caption  was  that  of 
obtaining  money  and  other  yaluable  securities  for  mo- 
ney, but  whether  legally  or  illegally  was  not  stated; 
and  no  offence  was,  therefore,  shewn;  and  that  the  de- 
»  position  was,  consequently,  not  receivable  in  evidenoe. 
There  was  no  sufficient  evidence  to  warrant  a  convic- 
tion without  such  deposition.  The  Court  received  the 
deposition  in  evidence,  subject  to  the  question  whether, 
under  the  circumstances,  it  ought  to  have  been  so  re- 
ceived, and  respited  the  sentence  of  seven  years'  trans- 
portation until  the  said  question  should  be  decided  by 
the  judges. 

The  case  was  not  argued,  no  counsel  appearing  on 
either  side. 

WiLDB,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  (a). — ^This  prisoner  was  convicted  at  the  Devon 
quarter  sessions  of  having  unlawfully  obtained  from 
Mary  Rowe  a  promissory  note  for  the  sum  of  50IL,  by 
false  pretences,  when  a  case  was  reserved  for  the  opin- 
ion of  the  judges.  The  case  states,  that  upon  proof 
that  Mary  Rowe,  the  prosecutrix,  was,  at  the  time  of 
the  trial,  so  ill  as  not  to  be  able  to  travel,  her  deposi- 
tion, taken  before  the  committing  magistrate,  was  read 
in  evidence.  The  title  or  caption  of  the  deposition  of 
Mary  Rowe  was  in  the  following  words: — "  Devon,  to 
wit — The  examination  of  Mary  Rowe,  wife  of  &a, 
taken  on  oath  this  14th  of  February,  1849,  at  &a,  be- 


(a)  Consuting  of  WUde,  G.  J.,  Rd/e,  B.,  Cretmodl,  J.,  PUOiy  R, 
and  WiUuxms,  J. 


TRINITY  VACATION,  12  VICT.  647 

fore  the  undersigned  William  Ponsford,  clerk,  one  &c.,        i849. 
in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  Harriet  Langridge,  late     The  Queen 
of  &a,  wife  of  &c.,  who  is  now  charged  before  me  for    ,      ^• 
obtaining  money  and  other  valuable  securities  for  money 
from  the  said  Mary  Rowe,  the  money  then  and  there 
being  the  money  of  the  said  W.  S.  Rowe,  and  the  said 
valuable  security  for  money  being  the  property  of  Char- 
lotte Rowe/' 

The  counsel  for  the  prisoner  objected  to  the  deposi- 
tion being  read  in  evidence,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
title  or  caption  of  the  deposition  did  not  state  that  the 
prisoner  was  charged  with  unlawfiiUy  obtaining  money 
and  valuable  securities  for  money,  and  therefore  no 
offence  was  charged,  and,  consequently,  the  deposition 
was  inadmissible  in  evidence;  and  the  question  re- 
served for  the  opinion  of  the  judges  was,  whether  the 
objection  so  takeu  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner  was  a  valid 
objection,  and  rendered  the  deposition  inadmissible  as 
evidence.  The  objection  was  not  that  the  evidence,  as 
set  forth  in  the  examination,  did  not  sufficiently  appear 
to  relate  to  the  charge  upon  which  the  prisoner  was 
being  tried,  so  as  to  warn  and  apprise  her  of  the  matter 
to  which  her  cross-examination  should  be  directed,  but 
only  that  the  title  of  the  examination  did  not  with 
sufficient  distinctness  state  the  charge  against  her. 
The  title  of  the  deposition  states  the  occasion  of  its 
being  taken,  and  the  matter  to  which  it  refers;  and 
there  is  no  authority  requiring  any  title,  or,  as  it  is 
called,  caption,  to  the  examination;  and  it  is  sufficient 
if  it  be  described  as  the  examination  of  the  witness, 
and  that  the  evidence  refers  to  the  charge  upon  which  - 
the  prisoner  may  be  upon  her  trial;  and  &  no  objec- 
tion was  raised  that  the  deposition  was  defective  in  that 
respect,  we  think  the  deposition  was  properly  read  in 
evidence.  It  may,  however,  not  be  improper  to  ob- 
serve, that  the  case  states  that  thjB  charge  preferred 
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against  the  prisoner  was  that  of  obtaining  the  promis- 
sory note  and  securities  by  false  pretences,  and  that  the 
prisoner  was  informed  of  this  charge  by  the  committing 
justice,  and  that  she  had  full  opportunity  of  cross-exa- 
mining the  witness. 

Conviction  affirmed. 


An  indictment 
for  receiving 
goods  knowing 
them  to  have 
been  stolen,  is 
not  supported 
without  proof 
that  the  goods 
came,  actually 
or  potentially, 
into  the  posses- 
sion of  the  pri- 
soner.   Where, 
therefore,  it 
was  proved  that 
the  prisoner  (a 
married  woman) 
went  to  a  coach- 
office,  and 
claimed  a  box 
which  had  been 
sent  there  by 
her  husband, 
full  of  stolen 
goods,  but  she 
was  taken  into 
custody  before 
the  box  was 
given  to  her: — 

Hdd,  that 
she  had  never 
in  &ct  received 
them,  and  that 
the  conviction 
was  wrong. 

QiMerCt  whe- 
ther a  married 
woman  can  be 
convicted  of  re- 
ceiving stolen 
goods  firom  her 
husband,  she 
knowing  that 
they  were  sto- 
len. 


The  Queen  v,  Catherine  Hill,  and  Others. 

X  HE  prisoners  were  convicted  at  the  Warwickshire 
quarter  sessions  holden  on  the  12th  March,  1849:  Wil- 
liam Hill  and  James  Hill  for  stealing  twenty  fowls,  the 
property  of  John  Smith,  and  Catherine  Hill  for  receiv- 
ing ten  of  the  fowls  so  stolen,  knowing  them  to  have 
been  stolen.  It  was  proved  at  the  trial  that  the  prose- 
cutor had  lost  twenty  fowls  between  the  evening  of  the 
26th  and  the  morning  of  the  27th  February.  Between 
seven  and  eight  o'clock  on  the  morning  of  the  28th  of 
February,  the  two  male  prisoners  delivered,  at  an  inn 
in  Reddith,  a  box  and  a  hamper,  which  they  brought  in 
a  wheelbarrow,  to  go  by  the  coach  to  Birmingham ;  there 
was  no  direction  affixed  to  either  of  them,  but  J.  Hill, 
on  delivering  them,  said  a  person  would  call  for  them 
at  Birmingham.  The  box  and  hamper  were  taken  to 
Birmingham  the  next  day;  and  shortly  after  the  arrival 
of  the  coach  the  prisoner  C.  Hill,  who  was  the  wife  of 
W.  Hill  and  the  mother  of  the  other  prisoner  J.  Hill, 
came  to  the  coach-office  and  inquired  after  the  box,  and, 
upon  seeing  it,  claimed  it  as  the  box  which  she  had  come 
for.  Upon  that,  she  was  taken  into  custody,  and  the 
box  being  opened  in  her  presence,  was  found  to  contain 
ten  fowls.  She  then,  in  answer  to  an  observation  of  a 
police  constable,  that  the  fowls  were  believed  to  be  the 
property  of  the  prosecutor,  Mr.  Smith,  of  Marston,  said 
they  had  been  sent  to  her  firom  Stourbridge.    The  same 
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day  the  other  two  prisoners  were  apprehended  in  the        1849. 
house  ofW.  Hill,  near  Redditch,  and  about  ten  or  twelve     The  Quekh 
miles  from  Birmingham;  and  in  the  house  were  found  '*'• 

^  •  «  Hill. 

a  quantity  of  feathers  and  other  matter,  which,  toge* 
ther  with  some  further  evidence,  connected  the  pri- 
soners with  the  fowls  stolen  from  the  prosecutor,  and 
identified  the  ten  fowls  found  in  the  box  as  part  of  the 
number.  The  prisoner  W.  Hill,  too,  when  told  by  the 
constables,  on  their  arrival,  that  they  had  come  about 
Mr.  Smith's  fowls,  said  he  had  not  had  a  fowl  on  his 
premises  for  a  fortnight  The  prisoners  were  undefended 
by  counsel,  and  the  chairman,  entertaining  some  doubt, 
before  the  case  went  to  the  jury,  whether  the  indictment 
could  be  sustained  against  the  female  prisoner  as  a  re* 
ceiver  of  goods  stolen  by  her  husband,  respited  the  sen- 
tence upon  her  until  the  next  Midsummer  quarter  ses- 
sions, in  order  that,  in  the  meantime,  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  above  might  be  obtained  as  to  whether,  upon  the 
evidence,  the  conviction  of  C.  Hill  was  right  or  wrong. 
The  case  was  not  argued,  no  counsel  appearing  on 
either  side. 

WiLDB,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court. — The  prisoner  was  convicted  in  March  last,  at 
the  Warwick  quarter  sessions,  of  receiving  a  quantity  of 
fowls,  knowing  them  to  have  been  stolen,  when  a  case 
was  reserved,  which  states,  in  substance,  that  W.  Hill, 
the  husband  of  the  prisoner,  and  J.  Hill,  were  convicted 
of  stealing  the  fowls  in  question,  and  the  prisoner  was 
with  them  indicted  for  receiving  the  fowls  knowing 
them  to  have  been  stolen;  and  the  facts  stated  in  the 
case  affecting  the  prisoners  are,  that  after  the  fowls  had 
been  stolen  at  Marston,  in  the  county  of  Warwick,  the 
prisoner  s  husband  sent  them  in  a  hamper,  without  a 
direction,  by  a  coach  to  Birmingham,  it  being  stated 
that,  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  at  the  coach-office,  a 
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1849.  person  would  call  for  the  hamper  at  Birmingham.  The 
hamper  arrived  at  Birmingham,  and  the  prisoner  went 
to  the  coach-office  and  inquired  for  it^  when  the  hamper 
was  shewn  to  her  by  the  coachman,  and  the  prisoner 
claimed  it  as  the  parcel  she  had  come  for;  upon  which 
she  was  taken  into  custody  by  a  police  constable,  who 
said  to  her  that  the  fowls  were  belieyed  to  be  the  pro- 
perty of  Mr.  Smith,  of  Marston;  and  the  prisoner  said 
that  the  fowls  had  been  sent  to  her  firom  Stourbridge: 
and  the  question  is,  whether,  upon  this  evidence,  C. 
Hill  was  rightly  convicted. 

The  case  has  been  considered  by  the  judges  of  the  pre- 
sent Court  of  Appeal  (a) ;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  the 
conviction  was  wrong,  and  that,  according  to  the  evi- 
dence, the  prisoner  never  did  in  fact  receive  the  fowls,  nor 
ever  had  the  power  of  doing  so.  Whoever  had  possession 
of  the  fowls  at  the  coach-office,  when  the  prisoner  claimed 
to  receive  them,  never  parted  with  the  possession,  and 
the  prisoner  was  immediately  taken  into  custody.  The 
prisoner,  by  claiming  to  receive  the  fowls,  which  never 
were  actually  or  potentially  in  her  possession,  never,  in 
fact  or  law,  received  them;  therefore  the  conviction  was 
wrong. 

Another  question  was  reserved  for  the  Judges,  viz. 
how  far  the  fact  of  the  fowls  having  been  sent  to  the 
prisoner  by  her  husband  could  be  urged  as  a  legal  ex- 
cuse for  her  having  received  them,  although  she  knew 
them  to  have  been  stolen?  That  question  it  has  been 
unnecessary  to  consider,  as  the  prisoner  never  did,  in 
fact  or  law,  receive  the  fowls  at  alL 

Conviction  reversed. 

(a)  Oonsisting  of  Wildi,  0.  J.,  Bolfi,  B.,  Crtmndl,  J.,  PhU,  B, 
and  WiRiams,  J, 
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The  Queen  v.  Radley.  June  23. 

AJU  the  adjourned  Epiphany  quarter  sessions,  holden  An  indictment 
at  Chelmsford,  in  and  for  the  county  of  Essex,  John  ]2^  wiA*  ^" 
Radley  was  convicted  of  felony,  subject  to  the  opinion  "V*^  "  *^® 

pieces  01  tne 

of  the  judges  upon  the  following  case: —  current  rilver 

The  indictment  against  him  alleged,  "that  J.  Radley,  realm,  called 
late  of  the  parish  of  Stifford,  in  the  county  of  Essex,  t^S^'j^,*^? 
labourer,  on  the  3rd  February,  1849,  with  force  and  arms,  ^  gopd»  md 

chattelB  of  o> 

at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  two  F/'— 

pieces  of  the  current  silver  coin  of  the  realm,  called  althongh  money 

shillings,  of  the  value  of  2  a,  of  the  goods  and  chattels  ^l^^'iif^ 

of  Samuel  Fitch,  then  and  there  being  found,  feloniously  technical  defini- 

tion  of"  goods 

did  steal,  take,  and  carry  away,  against  the  peace  of  and  chattels," 
our  lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity."  It  was  words  may  be 
objected,   that  the  indictment  was  defective,   in  not  'eJ««t«do»«^ 

^  ,    ,  plusafle,  and 

stating  to  whom  the  shillings  alleged  to  be  stolen  be-  *^*  «*«  charge 
longed,  the  words  "of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  S.  Fitch  "  the  indictment 
being  insensible  as  applied  to  money.  The  Court  re- 
spited the  judgment,  in  order  that  the  opinion  of  the 
judges  might  be  taken  upon  the  validity  of  this  objec- 
tion. 

No  counsel  appeared  on  either  side,  and  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  (a)  was  now  delivered  by 

Wilde,  C.  J. — The  prisoner  was  convicted  at  the  last 
Epiphany  sessions  at  Chelmsford,  of  having  stolen  2s.trom 
Samuel  Fitch,  when  a  case  was  reserved  for  the  opinion 
of  the  judges,  upon  an  objection  to  the  indictment.  The 
indictment  charged  the  prisoner  with  having  stolen  two 
pieces  of  the  current  silver  coin  of  the  realm,  called 
shillings,  of  the  value  of  2s.,  of  the  goods  and  chattels 

(a)  ConfliBting  of  Wilde,  C.  J.,  Rolfe,  B.,  Cresweil,  J.,  PlaU,  B.,  and 
WiUiame,  J. 


is  sufficient 


RjkDLET. 
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1849.        of  S.  Fitch.    It  was  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner, 
J_   ;.    ^      that  the  indictment  was  inconsistent  and  bad,  in  chaig- 
V.  ing  shillings,  the  current  coin  of  the  realm,  to  be  goods 

and  chattels,  and  that,  as  the  property  stolen  was  not 
otherwise  alleged  to  belong  to  the  prosecutor,  than  under 
the  terms  "goods  and  chattels,'"  the  indictment  could 
not  be  sustained.  The  case  has  been  considered  by  the 
judges  of  the  present  Court  of  Appeal,  and  we  are 
of  opinion  that  the  objection  cannot  be  sustained,  and 
that  the  indictment  is  sufficient  It  is  true  that  money 
does  not  fall  within  the  legal  technical  definition  of 
"  goods  and  chattels,"  see  Ouy's  case  (a),  Morris's 
ca8e(b),  and  Foster  s  Crown  Law,  pp.  73  and  378;  but  this 
indictment  charges  the  prisoner  with  having  stolen  2&, 
the  current  silver  coin  of  the  realm,  which  is  an  accu- 
rate description  of  the  property  stolen.  We  think,  that 
in  reading  the  indictment  the  words  "of  the  goods  and 
chattels  "  ought  to  be  rejected  as  surplusage,  and  that 
the  charge  in  the  indictment,  as  before  stated,  is,  that  the 
prisoner  stole  two  pieces  of  current  silver  coin  of  the 
realm,  of  the  value  of  2s.,  of  S.  Ktch,  which  is  a  suffi- 
cient allegation  that  the  coin  stolen  was  the  property 
of  S.  Fitch;  and  we  think  that  it  is  immaterial  that  the 
current  coin  of  the  realm  is  afterwards  inaccurately 
described  as  "goods  and  chattels,"  and  that  the  con- 
viction therefore  was  proper. 

Conviction  affirmed. 
<a)  1  L.  0.  C.  276,  (b)  2  L.  C.  C.  625. 
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The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  All  Saints,  Derby.       Mv.  14. 

wN  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices,  dated  16th  Unemancipated 
February,  1848,  for  the  removal  of  Joseph  Doland  and  b^^,^"* 
Sarah  Doland  from  the  parish  of  All  Saints,  in  the  bo-  i™h  painta, 

^  ^  ^  who  have  no 

rough  of  Derby,  to  the  township  of  Sheffield,  in  the  settiemeiit  in 
county  of  York,  the  sessions  quashed  the  order,  subject  modier  being 
to  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  on  the  following  case.  The  fe^i"£f^ 
examination  on  which  the  order  was  founded  was  as  deserted  them, 

may  be  xemoV' 
follows : —  ed  to  their  Wrth 

settlement,  and 

Margaret  Doland,  upon  her  oath,  saith,  "  I  am  about  ««iJio*  ^  *«. 

absence  of  their 

sixteen  and  a  half  years  of  age,  and  am  the  daughter  of  fiitherbesentto 
Dennis  and  Sarah  Doland,  both  Irish  people.  About  thestat.'^^d 
five  months  ago  my  said  father  went  away  from  Derby,  ^*^  ^  ^^^' 
leaving  myself  and  my  brother  Joseph  Doland,  aged 
eight  years,  and  my  sister  Sarah  Doland,  aged  six  years, 
in  a  house  which  my  father  had  then  for  some  time 
past  been  occupying  in  the  Shakespeare-yard,  Bold-lane, 
Derby.  In  consequence  of  our  father  having  thus  de- 
serted us,  I  and  my  said  brother  and  sister  were  taken 
into  the  said  Derby  union  workhouse,  where  we  have 
been  maintained  from  that  time  until  the  present.  I 
remember  the  respective  births  of  my  said  brother  and 
sister;  they  were  both  bom  in  a  house  in  Shammel's 
Croft,  in  the  town  of  Sheffield,  where  our  parents  lived 
for  about  five  years;  namely,  about  three  years  before 
and  two  years  after  my  said  sister  s  birth.    It  is  about 
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1849.        four  years  since  mj  parents  came  to  Derbj.    For  the 
i[JJq^^     first  two  mouths  we  resided  in  Walker-lane,  and  then 
-     J'-  about  a  year  and  a  half  in  St  Helen Vwalk,  when  my 

All  Baimtb,  father  removed  to  the  house  mentioned,  in  the  Shake- 
speare-yard, my  mother  having  died  whilst  we  resided 
in  St  Helen's-walL  I  lived  with  my  parents  until  my 
mother's  death,  from  the  time  of  my  earliest  recollection, 
and  with  my  father  until  he  deserted  us. 

"  The  mark  of  x  Margaret  Doland 

"  Sworn  before  us,  Heitby  Mozlet,  Mayor. 

JoHU  Saunders.'' 

The  following  grounds  of  appeal  were  relied  on  by  the 
appellants: — 

Secondly,  that  the  said  examinations  shew,  and  that 
the  fact  was  and  is,  that  the  parents  of  the  said  paupers 
were  Irish  people,  and  that  neither  of  their  said  parents 
ever  had  any  settlement  in  England;  and  that  their 
father,  Dennis  Doland,  was  still  living  when  the  said 
order  of  removal  was  made;  and  that  the  said  paupers, 
being  at  the  ages  respectively  stated  in  the  said  exami- 
nations, were  not,  nor  was  either  of  them,  liable  to  be 
removed  to  the  place  of  their  said  birth  in  England. 

Thirdly,  that  the  said  paupers,  being  as  in  the  last- 
above-stated  ground  of  appeal,  and  in  the  said  examina- 
tions is  set  forth,  the  unemancipated  and  infant  children, 
of  the  ages  of  eight  years  and  six  years  respectively,  of 
Irish  parents,  and  neither  of  their  said  parents  having 
ever  acquired  a  settlement  in  England,  and  the  said 
paupers  having  become  chargeable  to  your  said  parish 
of  All  Saints,  Derby,  as  in  the  said  order  alleged,  by 
reason  of  relief  given  to  them  the  said  paupers,  the 
father  of  the  said  paupers,  Dennis  Doland,  did  then  and 
there,  by  reason  of  such  relief  so  given  to  his  said  chil- 
dren, become  and  was  chargeable  to  your  said  parish  of 
All  Saints,  whereby  and  by  reason  whereof  the 
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paupers,  neither  of  them  having  done  any  act  to  acquire        1849. 
a  settlement  in  England  in  their  own  right,  were  re-     r^TouEwr 
spectively  liable  to  be  removed  to  Ireland;  and  the  said    ,  ^  ,?• 
order  for  their  removal  to  our  said  parish  of  Sheffield    All  S^nm, 
ought  not  to  have  been  granted. 

On  the  trial  of  the  appeal,  it  was  admitted  on  both 
sides,  that  the  facts  of  the  case  were  as  stated  in  the  ex- 
amination of  Margaret  Doland,  and  in  the  second  and 
third  grounds  of  appeal;  that  is  to  say,  that  the  paupers 
were  bom  in  the  appellant  township,  of  Irish  parents, 
neither  of  whom  had  gained  any  settlement  in  England; 
that  their  mother  was  dead,  and  their  father  had  de- 
serted them  about  five  months  before  the  making  of  the 
said  order,  leaving  them  chargeable  to  the  respondent 
parish,  and  that  he  had  not  since  been  heard  of  at 
Derby. 

The  appellants  contended,  under  the  second  and  third  , 
groimds  above  stated,  that  an  order  could  not  be  sup- 
ported, inasmuch  as  it  appeared  that  the  paupers  ought 
to  have  been  removed  to  Ireland  under  the  provisions 
of  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  117,  s.  2,  or,  if  not  so  removable, 
that  they  were  not  removable,  under  the  circumstances 
above,  to  the  place  of  their  birth  at  Sheffield. 

If  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  should  be  of  opinion 
that  the  objection  so  taken  by  the  appellants  ought  to 
have  been  overruled,  then  the  order  of  sessions  to  be 
quashed,  and  the  order  of  removal  to  be  confirmed.  If 
the  Court  shall  be  of  a  contrary  opinion,  then  the  order 
of  removal  to  stand  quashed,  and  the  order  of  eessions 
to  be  confirmed. 

Pashieyy  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. — The 
question  arises  upon  the  construction  of  the  stat.  8  &  9 
Vict  c.  117.  That  statute,  by  sect.  2  provides,  that 
"  if  any  person  bom  in  Ireland,  not  settled  in  England, 
become  chargeable  to  any  parish  in  England,  by  reason 


Inhmhituiu  of 
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of  relief  given  to  himself  or  berself,  or  to  his  wife,  or  to 
any  le^timate  or  bastard  cliild,  ench  person,  his  wife, 
or  any  child  so  chargeable,  shall  be  liable  to  be  r»- 
Ali  ai«n  moTed  to  Ireland."  The  father  of  these  children  be- 
comes chargeable,  by  reason  of  the  relief  given  to  them, 
and  if  he  could  have  been  sammoned,  but  did  not  ap- 
pear, they  might  then  be  sent  to  Ireland  in  hia  absence. 
According  to  the  English  poor-law,  the  wife  and  children 
may,  in  the  absence  of  the  husband,  be  removed  to  hia 
place  of  settlement,  except  as  in  Bex  v.  Stogumber  (a), 
where  the  husband  was  in  gaol  in  the  same  parish  where 
the  wife  was  residing.  In  Rex  v.  Leeds  (b),  the  decidon 
was,  that  the  wife  and  imemancipated  children  of  a 
Scotchman  must  be  sent  with  him  to  Scotland,  and  not 
to  the  maiden  settlement  of  the  wife.  It  was  there  said 
by  Hol/royd,  J.,  that,  provided  the  head  of  the  family  be 
bom  in  Scotland,  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  children 
be  bom  in  England  or  not.  In  Rex  v.  MUe  End  Old 
Town  (c),  an  linemancipated  daughter,  s^ed  eighteen, 
bom  in  England,  of  Irish  parents,  was  held  not  to  be 
removable  to  her  birth  settlement;  but  the  point  did 
not  arise,  whether  she  could  be  removed  to  Ireland  with- 
out her  parents.  In  Regina  t.  Preston  (d),  the  pauper 
was  emancipated.  The  fact  of  these  children  being  born 
in  England,  does  not  affect  the  present  question,  because, 
80  long  as  they  are  unemancipated,  and  form  part  of  the 
father's  family,  the  birth  settlement  does  not  attach; 
otherwise  this  difSculty  would  arise, — the  order  might  be 
confirmed  as  to  the  children,  and  if  the  father  returned 
next  day,  they  would  remain  in  England,  and  he  might  be 
sent  to  Ireland.  In  Regina  v.  Pott  Shrigley  (e),  it  waa 
heldthat,underthestat  9&10  Vict  c.  66,  the  irremova- 
bility of  the  wife  depended  upon  that  of  the  husband. 

(a)  »  A.  J:  E.  622.  (d)  12  A.  &  E.  822. 

(6)  4  B.  4  Aid.  498.     ,  (t)  Ante,  p.  317. 

(c)  4  A.  &  E.  im. 
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Whitehurst  and  Boden,  contrk. — The  stat  8  &  9  Vict.  1849. 
c  117,  only  applies  to  persons  "born''  in  Ireland  or  TheQuEEH 
Scotland.  The  justices  have  jurisdiction  over  the  child-  ini^^^^ts  of 
ren,  merely  as  forming  part  of  the  father's  family.  It  All  Saihts, 
is  a  condition  precedent  under  the  statutes,  before  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  justices  attaches  with  respect  to  the 
children,  that  the  father  should  have  been  summoned 
These  children  have  acquired  a  settlement  by  birth, 
,luoh.  so  10,^  « the,  J^  meM  W  of  4rir  W. 
family,  remains  in  abeyance,  but  on  his  death,  or  as  the 
case  finds,  where  he  cannot  be  found,  the  birth  settle- 
ment immediately  attaches.  In  Bex  v.  GoUingham  (a), 
it  was  held,  that  the  wife  of  an  Irishman  who  has  no 
settlement  in  England  may,  if  deserted  by  him,  be  re- 
moved to  her  maiden  settlement.  In  that  case  the  wife 
ought  to  have  been  sent  with  her  husband,  if  he  could 
have  been  found,  but  his  absence  had  the  same  effect 
of  reviving  the  maiden  settlement  of  his  wife,  as  if 
he  had  been  actually  dead.  The  observations  of  Bay- 
lej/f  J.,  in  giving  judgment  in  that  case,  removes  the 
difficulty  which  has  been  suggested  on  the  other  side, 
in  case  this  order  was  confirmed  as  to  the  children, 
and  the  father  should  afterwards  return.  It  is  said, 
"  No  mischief  will  result  from  this  decision,  for  during 
the  absence  of  the  husband,  the  family  will  be  main- 
tained by  the  parish  which  is  bound  to  maintain  them, 

his  family  to  Ireland."  The  absence  of  the  father, 
under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  must  be  taken 
to  have  the  same  effect  as  if  he  was  actually  dead. 
Bex  V.  Great  Glax!ton(b)  is  a  case  directly  in  point  In 
that  case  the  pauper  was  bom  in  England  of  Irish 
parents,  the  father  was  dead,  and  the  mother  had  mar- 
ried a  person  having  a  settlement  in  England;  and 

(a)  7  B.  <fe  C.  616.  (5)  3  B.  &  Aid.  410. 


Thti^fTEMS 
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I849L        the  Court  held,  that  the  pauper  did  not  come  within  the 
Stat  59  Geo.  S,  a  12,  and  that  he  was  properly  removed 
,«•  to  his  birth  settlement     It  is  there  said,  the  pauper's 

Au  SAmfl^  case  is  to  be  considered  as  if  he  had  no  parent  alive. 
Regina  v.  Preston  (a)  was  a  decision  to  the  same  effect 
The  pauper  was  born  in  England,  of  Irish  parents,  and 
had  become  emancipated,  and,  having  absconded,  the 
Court  held,  his  wife  and  family  were  properly  removed 
to  his  birth  settlement  The  cases  cited  on  the  other 
side  are  not  inconsistent  with  these  decisions. 


CoLEBiBGE,  J.  (6). — ^I  think  this  rule  ought  to  be  made 
absolute.  The  case  has  been  very  ftdly  argued,  and  is 
one  of  some  importance.  The  important  facts  which 
give  rise  to  this  question  are  these : — ^The  children  named 
inthisorder  are  legitimate  unemancipated  children,  bom 
in  England,  whose  parents  were  both  Irish,  and  had  not 
acquired  any  settlement  in  England;  the  mother  was 
dead,  and  the  father  had  deserted  the  children.  The 
sessions  have  found  that  the  father  had  deserted  them, 
by  which  I  understand  them  to  mean,  that  there  was 
an  entire  separation  from  his  family,  not  a  temporary 
absence,  in  any  other  parish  or  place  where  he  was 
capable  of  being  found,  because  I  consider  such  tempo- 
rary absence  would  not  justify  the  sessions  in  finding 
that  the  father  had  deserted  his  children.  The  case  of 
Rex  V.  CotHngham  (c)  seems  to  have  established  this 
rule,  that  where  an  Irishman,  not  having  any  settle- 
ment of  his  own  in  England,  deserts  his  wife  and  family, 
the  next  inquiry  to  be  made  is  with  respect  to  the  maiden 
settlement  of  the  wife.  The  wife  in  this  case  was  dead, 
and  had  no  settlement  in  this  country.  Then  the  ques- 
tion arises  as  to  the  settlement  of  the  children. 


(a)  12  A.  <Sr  E.  822.  absent  from  illness. 

lb)  Loid  Dernnan,  0.  J.,  was       (c)  7  B.  ij^  0.  615. 
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I  take  it  to  be  a  well-established  rule,  that  every         i849. 
English  bom  subject  has  prima  facie  a  settlement  in     ^^  q^kem 
Enficland    Where  the  father  or  mother  is  shown  to  have    •  ^  ^?-       . 

^  Inhabitants  of 

a  settlement,  the  children  of  course  follow  that  settle-  All  Saivts, 
ment,  but  in  case  the  father  and  mother  have  none,  then 
the  prim&  facie  birth  settlement  takes  effect, — I  will 
not  saj  revivea  Then  these  children  had  a  birth  settle- 
ment, and  might  have  been  removed  to  it;  and  the  ques- 
tion is,  if  the  stat  8  &  9  Vict  c  11 7,  prevents  such  re- 
moval; and  that  must  be  determined  by  looking  at  the 
terms  used  in  the  Act.  If  the  words  of  the  statute  are 
clear,  we  must  act  upon  them. .  Sect.  2  provides,  that 
**  if  any  person  born  in  Scotland  or  Ireland,  &c.,  not  set- 
tled in  England,  become  chargeable  to  any  parish  in 
England,  by  reason  of  relief  given  to  himself  or  herself, 
or  to  his  wife,  or  to  any  legitimate  or  bastard  child,  such 
person,  his  wife,  and  any  child  so  chargeable,  shall  be 
liable  to  be  removed  respectively  to  Scotland,  Ireland," 
&a  The  jurisdiction  of  the  justices  appears  to  attach, 
where  a  person  is  born  in  Scotland  or  Ireland,  and  has 
become  chargeable  to  a  parish  in  England,  by  relief 
given  to  himself  or  his  family,  who  can  then  be  removed 
with  him.  But  it  is  said,  that  the  latter  words  of  the 
section  are  to  be  taken  distributively,  and  that  either 
the  father  or  family  may  be  removed  to  Ireland,  in  the 
absence  of  the  other;  but  the  latter  part  of  the  section 
goes  on  to  point  out  in  what  manner  the  justices  are  to 
act.  The  person  intended  to  be  removed  must  be  in 
attendance  before  the  justices,  or  at  all  events  he  must 
havebeensummoned ;  and  they  are  thentoproceedtohear 
and  determine  the  matter  of  such  complaint,  and  if  satis- 
fied, they  are  to  remove  such  person,  which  must  mean 
such  person  born  in  Scotland  or  Ireland.  The  fact  of 
the  father  being  absent,  prevents  the  justices  complying 
with  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  and  seems  to  me  to 
dispose  of  the  case. 


Dbsbt. 
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1849.  It  was  urged  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  that  a 

The  Qum     ^^<^^^7  would  arise,  in  case  the  order  was  confirmed, 

^ ,  ^y-      ,   as  to  the  children,  and  the  father  should  afterwards  re- 

Inhabitants  of 

All  Saints,  tum.  I  confess  I  do  not  see  the  difficulty,  because,  as 
at  present  advised,  without  offering  any  decided  opinion 
on  the  point,  I  think  the  children  would  still  form  part  of 
the  father's  family,  and  would  not  be  the  less  liable  to  be 
sent  with  him,  after  the  order  had  been  confirmed,  than 
they  were  before.  All  that  is  at  present  decided,  is,  that 
these  children  have  a  birth  settlement  to  which  they 
may  now  be  removed. 

WiOHTMAN,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  It 
has  been  contended,  that  unless  these  children  are  re- 
moved under  this  statute  to  Ireland,  they  cannot  be 
removed  at  all.  The  cases  of  Rex  v.  CotUngham  (a), 
and  Regina  v.  Preston  (b),  appear  to  me  to  be  decisive 
of  the  present  question,  previous  to  the  passing  of  the 
8  &  9  Vict  c.  117.  Then  the  question  arises,  how  far 
that  statute  supersedes  the  rule  laid  down  in  those  cases. 
That  statute  appears  to  me  to  apply  to  the  father,  and 
only  incidentally  to  the  children  when  with  him,  and 
forming  part  of  his  family.  I  think  that  the  words  of 
the  statute  do  not  apply,  under  the  circumstances  of  this 
case,  to  the  children,  and  that  the  rule  laid  down  in  the 
cases  already  mentioned  applies  here. 

Eble,  J. — I  fully  concur  in  the  opinion  that  has  been 
expressed.  A  child  born  in  England,  of  Irish  parents, 
so  long  as  it  is  capable  of  being  removed  to  Ireland,  as 
part  of  its  father's  family,  cannot  be  removed  to  its  birth 
settlement;  but  as  soon  as  a  separation  takes  place, 
caused  either  by  death  or  desertion,  which  must  mean 
permanent  separation,  the  contingent  birth  settlement 

(a)  7  B.  &  0.  616.  (h)  12  A.  &  £.  828. 
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takes  effect,  and  the  children  may  be  removed  to  it.    If  1849. 

the  effect  of  the  present  order  would  be  permanently  The  Quben 

to  fix  the  settlement  of  the  children,  that  would  create  inj^^jfi^ntg  of 

a  difficulty ;  but  I  think  the  proper  answer  has  been  given  All  Saints, 
to  that  objection. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed. 


O: 


The  Qttekn  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Aston.  j^^^  14, 


'N  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  (dated  1st  in  the  examin- 
May,  1847)  of  the  county  of  Middlesex,  for  the  removal  pau^J*  Swas 
of  John  Rollinson  from  the  parish  of  St  James,  Clerken-  "^^^H  ^® 

*^  '  was  bound  ap- 

well,   to  the  parish  of  Aston,  nigh  Birmingham,  the  prentice  in 
sessions  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  grounds  of  ap- 
this  Court  upon  a  case,  of  which  the  following  are  the  ^^  J^^  ^3^^ 
material  parts ; —  p*^p«'  '^  ^?* 

The  examination  of  John  Rollinson  stated,  that  in  bound  appren- 
the  year  1804  he  was  bound  apprentice  to  one  Charles  the  said  exami- 
Powell,  of  Aston.     The  examination  then  set  out  the  ^^^  '^ 
other  facts  necessary  for  the  settlement    The  fourth  ^^^y®"^.""* 

1834,   might 

ground  of  appeal  stated  that  the  said  John  Rollinson  be  rejected,  and 
was  not,  in  the  year  1834,  legally  bound  apprentice  to  giSundsof  ap- 
the  said  Charles  Powell,  of  Aston,  as  stated  in  the  said  P^T**^^  ^ 

'  '  good  trayene  of 

examination.  the  apprentice- 

At  the  trial  of  the  appeal,  the  respondents  contended 
that  the  settlement  by  apprenticeship  stated  in  the  ex- 
amination was  not  traversed  by  the  ground  of  appeal, 
and  the  sessions  decided  in  their  favour,  and  confirmed 
the  order. 

If  the  Cotirt  of  Queen's  Bench  shall  be  of  opinion  that 
this  ground  of  appeal  did  raise  an  issue  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  settlement,  then  the  said  order  of  removal  and 

VOL.  HI.  AAA  F.  S.  C. 
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1849.  It  was  urged  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  that  a 

TheduEur     difficulty  would  arise,  in  case  the  order  was  confirmed, 

^  ^  r^'      .   *8  to  the  children,  and  the  father  should  afterwards  re- 

Inhabitants  of 

All  Saiitts,  turn.  I  confess  I  do  not  see  the  difficulty,  because,  as 
at  present  advised,  without  offering  any  decided  opinion 
on  the  point,  I  think  the  children  would  still  form  part  of 
the  father's  family,  and  would  not  be  the  less  liable  to  be 
sent  with  him,  after  the  order  had  been  confirmed,  than 
they  were  before.  All  that  is  at  present  decided,  is,  that 
these  children  have  a  birth  settlement  to  which  they 
may  now  be  removed. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  It 
has  been  contended,  that  unless  these  children  are  re- 
moved under  this  statute  to  Ireland,  they  cannot  be 
removed  at  alL  The  cases  of  Rex  v.  CotHngham  (a), 
and  Reffina  v.  Preston  (b),  appear  to  me  to  be  decisive 
of  the  present  question,  previous  to  the  passing  of  the 
8  &  9  Vict  c.  117.  Then  the  question  arises,  how  tan 
that  statute  supersedes  the  rule  laid  down  in  those  cases. 
That  statute  appears  to  me  to  apply  to  the  father,  and 
only  incidentally  to  the  children  when  with  him,  and 
forming  part  of  his  family.  I  think  that  the  words  of 
the  statute  do  not  apply,  under  the  circumstances  of  this 
case,  to  the  children,  and  that  the  rule  laid  down  in  the 
cases  already  mentioned  appUes  here. 

Erle,  J. — I  fully  concur  in  the  opinion  that  has  been 
expressed.  A  child  bom  in  England,  of  Irish  parents, 
so  long  as  it  is  capable  of  being  removed  to  Ireland,  as 
part  of  its  father's  family,  cannot  be  removed  to  its  birth 
settlement;  but  as  soon  as  a  separation  takes  place, 
caused  either  by  death  or  desertion,  which  must  mean 
permanent  separation,  the  contingent  birth  settlement 

(a)  7  6.  <fe  0.  615.  (b)  12  A.  &  £.  822. 
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takes  effect,  and  the  children  may  be  removed  to  it    If  1849. 

the  effect  of  the  present  order  would  be  permanently  The  Quesn 

to  fix  the  settlement  of  the  children,  that  would  create  j^jj^ij^ntg  of 

a  difficulty ;  but  I  think  the  proper  answer  has  been  given  All  Saikts, 
to  that  objection. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed. 


o 


The  Qttebn  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Aston.  jyj,,;,  14, 


N  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  (dated  1st  in  the  examin- 
May,  1847)  of  the  county  of  Middlesex,  for  the  removal  ^^^  Swm 
of  John  Rollinson  from  the  parish  of  St.  James,  Clerken-  ^^^""l  ^^ 

r  '  was  bound  ap- 

well,   to  the  parish  of  Aston,  nigh  Birmingham,  the  prentice  in 
sessions  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  groandsofap- 
this  Court  upon  a  case,  of  which  the  following  are  the  ^^  ?^^j  '^^ 
material  parts : —  P^IJJ  Jf^  ";?* 

The  examination  of  John  Rollinson  stated,  that  in  bound  appren- 
the  year  1804  he  was  bound  apprentice  to  one  Charles  the  said  ezami- 
Powell,  of  Aston.     The  examination  then  set  out  the  ^^^  ^t 
other  facts  necessary  for  the  settlement    The  fourth  the  words  "in 

1884, 'might 

ground  of  appeal  stated  that  the  said  John  Rollinson  be  rejected,  and 
was  not,  in  the  year  1834,  legally  bound  apprentice  to  grounds  of  ap- 
the  said  Charles  Powell,  of  Aston,  as  stated  in  the  said  ?^T**^^JJ 

'  '  good  trayene  of 

examination.  the  apprentice- 

At  the  trial  of  the  appeal,  the  respondents  contended 
that  the  settlement  by  apprenticeship  stated  in  the  ex- 
amination was  not  traversed  by  the  ground  of  appeal, 
and  the  sessions  decided  in  their  favour,  and  confirmed 
the  order. 

If  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  shall  be  of  opinion  that 
this  ground  of  appeal  did  raise  an  issue  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  settlement,  then  the  said  order  of  removal  and 

VOL.  HI.  AAA  H.  8.  C. 
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order  of  sessions  are  to  be  seyerally  quashed,  otherwise 
the  same  are  to  stand  confirmed. 

Inhabitaiiti  of 

Affov.  Prendergcut  and  Wdls,  in  support  of  the  order  of  ses- 

sions.— The  examination  states  an  apprentioe^p  in 
1804,  and  the  grounds  of  appeal  deny  that  he  was  so 
bound  apprentice  in  1834;  and  it  is  submitted  that^  the 
sessions  having  decided  that  there  was  no  traverse,  this 
Court  will  not  interfere.  It  is  a  matter  by  which  the 
respondents  might  be  misled,  and  upon  that  the  finding 
of  the  sessions  is  final:  Reffina  v.  The  Justices  of  Com- 
waU  (a),  Bentkal  v.  WestQi). 

Pashley,  contrk,  was  not  called  on. 

CoLBEiDGE,  3,(6), — yft  think  that  the  rule  must  be 
made  absolute.  The  decision  of  the  court  of  quarter 
sessions  must  be  taken  to  be  final  upon  a  question  of 
fact,  even  when  they  ask  us  for  our  opinion ;  but  this 
is  not  a  question  of  fact,  but  whether  an  issue  has  been 
properly  raised.  It  is  a  question  of  construction.  The 
respondents  here,  who  had  received  the  grounds  of  ap- 
peal, could  not  have  been  misled,  as  it  is  obvious  that 
1834  was  inserted  i^  the  grounds  of  appeal,  by  mistake, 
for  1804. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  ques- 
tion is,  if  a  proper  traverse  has  been  taken;  and  I  think 
that  it  has  raised  the  issue  intended  to  be  tried. 

Eble,  J. — ^This  is  in  the  nature  of  a  question  of  law, 
and  I  am  inclined  to  carry  out  the  rule  of  giving  such 
effect  to  the  words  used  as  will  carry  out  the  intention 
of  the  parties.    The  settlement  stated  in  the  examina- 

(a)  1  New  Seas.  Cas.  161  (n).  (c)  Lord  Denmany  C.  J.,  wib 

(f)  1  D.  <k  L.  599.  absent  on  account  of  illness. 
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tion  is  founded  on  an  apprenticeship  in  1804,  and  the        1849. 
traverse  is  of  an  apprenticeship  in  1834,  as  stated  in     TheQuBwr 
the  examination,     All  tJiese  words  cannot  be  carried    ^  ^    *• 

,  ,    ,  .  InhabitanU  of 

into  effect;  but,  giving  the  proper  meaning  to  those        Aston. 
which  can  have  efiect,  I  think  that  tJiere  is  a  good 
traverse  of  the  settlement  in  1804 

Orders  quashed. 


The  QvEEN  V.  The  Inhabitants  of  Crow  an.  N(yv.  14. 

JLN  Easter  Term,  1848,  Montagu  Smith  had  made  ab-  An  order  of  re- 
solute a  rule  for  a  certiorari  to  remove  into  this  court  jSr,  1846,  was 
two  several  orders  made  by  John  Hearle  Tremayne  and  ^a^®  ^y  J^ 

•^  "^  tices  therein 

Charles  Brune  Graves  Sawle,  Esquires,  two  of  the  keep-  calling  thcm- 

/.-i  ,...  "li*-!  !•  aelvee  "justices 

ers  01  the  peace  and  justices  m  and  lor  the  county  of  in  and  for  the 
Cornwall,  and  dated  respectively  the  5th  of  October,  comwaU^imd 
1847,  and  indorsed  on  a  certain  order  by  the  said  C.  B.  "county  of  Com- 

'  •'  wall    was  the 

G.  Sawle,  and  of  Charles  Lyne,  clerk,  one  other  of  the  yenue  appear- 
said  keepers  of  the  peace,  dated  the  8th  of  July,  1845,  gin.  This  order 
for  the  removal  of  John  Symonds,  his  wife  and  child,  ^^^^^^ 
from  the  parish  of  Tywardreath  to  the  parish  of  Crowan,  1847,  an  order 

*•  "  *  removing  the  sut- 

both  in  the  county  of  Cornwall,  for  the  purpose  of  pension,  and  an- 

,  .         ,  otherorderforre- 

quashing  them.  payment  of  costs 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavits  before  the  Court,  that  JS^w  onX 
the  two  last-mentioned  justices  had,  on  the  8th  of  July,  original  order  of 

removal.   These 

]  845,  made  the  order  of  removal,  and  on  the  same  day  latter  orders 

ii«-i  1  •.  !/•  •  •  had  no  maiirinal 

had  mdorsed  on  it  an  order  for  suspension,  m  conse-  ^^^^^  butone 
quence  of  the  illness  of  the  pauper  and  his  daughter,  ^^^g-^^^^ 
The  order  and  suspension  were  duly  served  on  the  over-  them  had  signed 
seers  of  Crowan,  and  at  the  Michaelmas  Sessions,  1845,  der  of  removal, 

and  they  were 
stated  to  be  justices  "  for  the  said  coonty  of  Cornwall : " — 
ffM,  that  it  did  not  appear  that  the  orders  of  1847  were  made  by  the  justices  in  their  county, 
and  that  the  orders  were  therefore  bad,  as  not  showing  jurisdiction.  • 

The  proviso  in  sect.  7  of  the  12  &  18  Vict.  c.  45,  is  not  retrospective,  and  does  not  apply  to 
rules  pending  at  the  time  the  Act  passed. 

A  A  A  2 
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1849.        they  appealed.    The  appeal  was  tried,  and  the  order 

^edusEH     ^^  confirmed,  with  costs.   On  the  5th  of  October,  1847, 

,  ,    y-      .   the  pauper's  daughter  having  died,  the  said  C.  R  G. 

Inhabitants  of  •  «• 

Obowah.  Sawle  and  J.  H.  Tremayne  made  an  order  taking  off 
the  suspension  of  the  former  order,  and  authorising 
the  removal  of  the  paupers,  and  also  an  order  on  the 
overseers  of  Crowan  for  payment  of  211  13s.  6(i,  the 
cost  of  maintenance  incurred  during  the  time  of  suspen- 
sion. Both  these,  which  were  the  orders  now  in  ques- 
tion, were  indorsed  on  the  original  order  of  removal, 
and  were  duly  served  on  the  overseers  of  Crowan. 

The  orders  were  all  written  on  the  same  sheet  of  pa- 
per, and  were  returned  into  this  Court,  in  obedience  to 
the  writ  The  original  order  of  removal,  dated  the  8th 
July,  1845,  commenced  as  follows: — 

^'  County  of  Cornwall. — ^To  the  Ckurchwardens  and  Oyerseers  of 

the  Poor  of  the  Parish  of  Tywardreath,  &c. 
"  Upon  the  complaint  of  the  churchwardens  and  oyerseen  of  the 
poor  of  Tywardreath  aforesaid,  in  the  said  county  of  Cornwall,  unto 
us  whose  names  are  hereunto  set  and  seals  affixed,  being  two  of 
her  Majesty*s  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  county  of 
Cornwall,  and  one  of  us  of  the  quorum,  that  John  Symonds,  Saiah 
his  wife,  and  Ann  his  daughter,  have  come  to  inhabit,**  <fec  [Then 
followed  the  adjudication  of  their  settlement,  and  order  for  their  re- 
moval to  Crowan.]    Dated  8  July,  1845. 

(Signed)        <<  C.  B.  Graves  Sawle. 
"  Chables  Ltvb.** 

The  order  for  suspension,  indorsed,  commenced  thus : 

"  County  of  Cornwall. — ^Whereas  it  appears  unto  us,  Charles 
Brune  Sawle  Graves,  Esquire,  and  Charles  Lyne,  Clerk,  the  justices 
within  named,  that  the  within-named  John  Symonds  and  Ann  hlg 
daughter  are  unable  to  travel,**  &c.    Dated  8  July,  1845. 

(Signed)        "  C.  B.  Graves  Sawle. 
"  Charles  Lvkb.'* 

The  following  are  copies  of  the  orders  in  question,  also 
indorsed  on  the  order  of  removal: — 

''Whereas  it  duly  appears  unto  us,  John  Hearle  Tremayne 
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and  Charles  Bnme  Giayes,  Esquires,  two  of  her  Majestj^s  justices  of         1849. 
the  peace  for  the  said  county  of  Cornwall,  that  the  above-named       ^     v     '' 
Ann,  daughter  of  the  said  John  Symonds,  is  dead,  and  that  the  said      ****  Qiubh 
John  Symonds  is  whoUy  recovered  from  the  sickness  and  infirmity    Iniutbitants  ot 
of  body  under  which  he  lately  laboured,  and  that  he  may  therefore       Cbowah. 
now  be  conveyed  from  the  within-mentioned  parish  of  Tyward- 
reath  to  the  within-mentioned  parish  of  Crowan,  without  danger  : 
These  are  therefore  to  authorise  and  require  you,  the  churchwardens 
and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  Tywardreath,  forth- 
with to  convey  the  said  John  Symonds  and  Sarah  his  wife  from 
and  out  of  your  said  parish  of  Tywardreath  to  the  said  parish  of 
Growan,  and  them  to  deliver  to  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of 
the  poor  there,  as  you  are  directed  to  do.    Given  under  our  hands 
and  seals  this  6th  of  October,  1847. 

(Signed)        ^'  J.  Heabls  Trematne. 
"  C.  B.  Graves  Sawlb." 

^  Whereas  it  hath  been  proved  on  oath  before  us,  John  Hearle 
Tremayne  and  Charles  Brune  Graves  Sawle,  Esquires,  the  justices 
whose  names  are  hereunto  subscribed  and  seals  set,  that  the 
charges  incurred  by  the  suspension  of  the  said  order  of  removal 
amount  to  the  sum  of  2U.  13^.  6^.,  and  which  charges  appear  to  us 
to  be  fur  and  reasonable.  And  whereas  it  is  duly  proved  to  us, 
upon  oath,  that  the  said  Ann  Symonds,  the  daughter  of  the  said 
John  Symonds,  the  pauper  above  mentioned,  is  dead,  and  that  the 
sum  of  21^.  13«.  6c^.  hath  been  incurred  by  the  suspension  of  the 
within  order  of  removal :  Now  we,  the  said  justices,  do,  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  statute  in  that  case  made,  hereby  order  and  direct  the 
churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Crowan, 
in  the  county  of  Cornwall,  to  which  the  within-named  pauper  was 
to  be  removed,  to  pay  the  -said  charges  to  the  churchwardens  and 
overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  Tywardreath,  or  to  such 
of  them  as  shall  demand  the  same.  Witness  our  hands  and  seals, 
this  5th  of  October,  1847. 

(Signed)        ''  J.  Hearle  Trematne. 
"  C.  B.  Graves  Sawlb." 


The  points  relied  on  in  support  of  the  rule  were,  that 
one  of  the  orders,  dated  the  6th  of  October,  1847, 
namely,  the  order  of  removal,  did  not  appear  to  have 
been  made  in  the  county  of  Cornwall,  and  that  the 
other  of  the  said  orderd,  namely,  the  order  for  expenses, 
did  not  appear  to  have  been  made  by  justices  for  the 
county  of  Cornwall,  or  in  the  county  of  Cornwall. 
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1849.  Paskley  now  shewed  cause. — ^The  objections  to  the 

The  QuBiH     ^^"^  of  these  orders  are  made  too  late.    The  rule  for  the 

^  ,    *•       ,   certiorari  issued  on  the  11th  of  May,  1848,  and  did  not 

Inhabitaiita  of  , 

Crowah.  specify  any  defect  in  the  order  to  be  brought  up,  nor, 
as  the  law  then  stood,  was  it  necessary  that  it  should  do 
so;  but  by  a  proviso  in  sect.  7  of  the  12  &  13  Vict  c.  45, 
since  then  passed,  (which  Act  extends  the  proyisions  of 
the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  43),  it  is  enacted,  that  "  no  objection 
on  account  of  any  omission  or  mistake  in  any  order  or 
judgment  (of  justices)  brought  up  upon  a  return  to  iv 
writ  of  certiorari  shall  be  allowed,  unless  such  omission 
or  mistake  shall  have  been  specified  in  the  rule  for  is- 
suing such  certiorari"  If  these  words  must  be  taken 
to  have  a  retrospective  effect,  as  it  is  submitted  they 
have,  these  objections  cannot  avail  at  the  present  time. 
[Coleridge,  J. — Then  the  effect  would  be  to  quash  any 
rule  pending  when  the  Act  passed;  for  you  admit  the 
objection  need  not  have  been  specified  before  the  Act. 
Wightman,  J. — Sect  20  declares  that  the  Act  is  not  to 
come  into  operation  before  the  Ist  November,  1849.] 
Still  the  question  would  be,  what  is  the  effect  of  the 
Act  at  this  time?  and  there  are  authorities  for  contend- 
ing that  such  a  proviso  need  not  necessarily  be  limited 
in  its  operation.  In  Ex  parte  Eyre(a),  which  was  a  case 
under  the  Attorneys  Act,  6  &  7  Vict  c.  73,  it  was  held, 
that  a  bill  of  costs  incurred  prior  to  the  passing  of  the 
Act  was  within  its  operation,  though  none  of  the  busi- 
ness included  in  the  bill  was  business  for  which,  before 
the  statute,  a  bill  would  have  been  taxable.  But,  sup- 
posing the  objections  can  be  now  taken,  it  will  appear 
that  there  is  a  sufficient  marginal  venue  to  cure  the 
supposed  defect  in  the  orders.  The  whole  document 
must  be  looked  at;  and  even  to  supply  jurisdiction,  the 
margin.  In  orders,  is  to  be  considered  as  part  of  the 

(a)  2  Ph.  Oh.  Oa.  367. 
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order^  and  a  plain  reference  to  it  is  sufficient    In  Re-        i849. 
ffina  V.  C(Mterton(a)  it  was  held,  that  hj  the  marginal     The  Ovm 
venue  "  Westmoreland/'  in  an  order  of  sessions,  followed    ,  ^  ,?• 

*      ,       .  ,  .  Inhabitants  of 

hj  a  statement  that 'the  justices  who  made  it  were  jus-  Cbowah. 
tices  in  and  for  ''the  said  county,''  jurisdiction  suffi- 
ciently appeared.  The  marginal  venue  is  therefore  part 
of  the  document;  and,  as  all  that  appears  within  the 
four  comers  of  a  document  may  be  looked  at,  and  all 
these  four  orders  are  on  the  same  paper,  the  Court  will 
see  that  the  justices  were  within  their  jurisdiction  when 
each  of  the  orders  was  made,  as  well  the  later  as  the 
earlier  orders.  [Wightman.  J. — But  the  justices  who 
made  the  orders  now  in  question  were  not  the  same 
as  those  who  made  the  order  of  removal.]  One  of  them, 
was  the  same;  and  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  these  are 
not  original  orders  of  removal,  but  only  an  order  by 
one  set  of  justices  to  put  in  execution  what  had  been 
commenced  by  another  set,  and  as  such,  not  to  be  so 
strictly  construed  In  Regina  v.  SUkstoneQI),  the  Court 
held  that  the  jurisdiction  of  justices  might  be  presumed, 
otherwise  there  would  appear  to  be  a  wrong  assumption 
by  them  of  authority;  that  rule  applies  to  the  present 
case,  and  is  one  which  this  Court  seems  more  inclined 
to  adopt,  than  the  strict  construction  contended  for  on 
the  other  side:  Regvna  v.  Ashburton  (o),  overruling,  as 
it  would  seem,  Regina  v.  Shipston-^povrStour  (d).  Rex 
V.  8t  Mary,  Leicester  (e),  is  also  a  strong  authority  for 
the  more  liberal  construction.  In  that  case,  HoVroydy  J., 
in  his  judgment  said,  ''  as  no  other  justices,  except  ma- 
gistrates of  the  county  of  Rutland,  could  by  law  make  the 
order,  theCourt  will  inte  nd  that  the  words  "said  county '^ 
have  reference  to  the  county  where  the  magistrates  had 

(a)  1  New  Ses8.  Cas.  449;  6  Q.  Q.  B.  R.  871. 

B.  R.  607.  {d)  1  New.  Sess.  Cas.  230;  6 

(h)  2  Q.  B.  R.  540.  Q.  B.  R.  119. 

(c)  2  New  Sess.  Cas.  316;   8  {e)  1  B.  <fe  Aid.  327. 
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1849. 
TheQvnw 

V. 

Inhabitants  of 
Cbowav. 


April  25, 

The  caption  of 
an  examination 
■tated,  that  the 
examinations 
were  taken  be- 
fore two  jus- 
tices in  and  for 
the  West  Rid- 
ing, at  Ponte- 
fract,  upon  the 
compUmt  of  the 
oveneerSy  ftc., 
and  that  the 
said  pauper 
hath  come  to  in- 
habit and  is 
now  inhabiting, 
&c.: — 

ffdd,  that  it 
sufficiently  ap- 
peared on  the 
&ce  of  the  cap- 
tion, that  the  ex- 
amination and 
complaint  were 
taken  at  the 
same  time. 


jurisdiction;  for  that  construction  which  supports,  and 
not  that  which  destroys  the  instrument,  may  fairly  be 
adopted/'  [Coleridgey  J. — ^The  question  here  is,  what 
presumption  we  are  to  draw  from  one  of  the  magistrates 
having  acted  with  jurisdiction  two  years  before.]  And 
also  from  the  words,  "  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  in 
that  case  made,"  which  are  not  usually  found  in  such 
orders.  Regina  y.  Stockton  (a)  will  probably  be  cited 
by  the  other  side,  but  the  decision  in  that  case  will  be 
found  to  be  limited,  to  some  extent,  by  ReginaY,  Ooole(b)y 
lately  argued  in  this  Court 

(a)  2  New  Sen.  Oas.  16;  7  Q.  B.  R.  620. 

(b)  The  QuEE5  v,  Tke  Inhabitants  of  Goolb, 

IN  this  case  the  sessions  confirmed  an  order  of  remoyal,  subject  to 
a  case.    The  caption  of  the  examination  was  as  follows : — 

The  examination  of  &c.,  taken  upon  oath  before  us,  &c.,  two  of 
her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  West  Riding  Ac, 
at  Ponte&act,  upon  the  application  and  complaint  of  the  oyerseetB 
Ac. ;  and  that  the  said  pauper  hath  come  to  inhabit,  and  is  now  in- 
habiting, (fee. 

Two  questions  were  reserred  for  the  opinion  of  the  Oourt:  Ist. 
Whether  the  caption  was  sufficient.  2nd.  Whether  the  examina- 
tions were  sufficient.  They  did  not  negative  that  the  chaigeability 
of  the  pauper  was  in  respect  of  relief,  made  necessary  by  sickness 
or  accident.    The  latter  point  was  decided  by  Regina  y.  Halifax*. 

PaMey  and  Pickering^  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. 

R.  HaUy  contrii. — The  cases  cited  were  Rex  y.  CwMUetthcrpe^^ 
Regina  y.  StocktonXy  Regina  y.  8t,  PauTs,  Covent  Oardeni, 

Pattesov,  J. — I  do  not  see  how  it  is  possible  to  say  that  every 
thing  has  not  been  done  in  the  county.  The  question  is,  wheth^ 
the  words  ^  is  now"  refer  to  the  time  when  the  evidence  is  being 
taken,  or  to  the  time  of  making  the  complaint  only ;  but  it  seems 
to  me,  that  no  reasonable  man  could  look  at  the  caption  and  entei^ 


*  Ante,  p.  268. 

t  2  B.  &  Ad.  487. 

t  2  New  Bess.  Oas.  16;  7  Q. 


B.  R.620.    "^ 
f  2  New  Sess.  Oas.  508. 
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Montagu  Smithy  contrit. — ^AII  the  recent  decisions  show,        i849. 
that  in  the  present  orders  no  jurisdiction  is  stated,  for     thbQumi 
here  the  order  for  removing  the  suspension  has  no  mar-  *'• 

ginal  venue  opposite  to  it  Even  if  this  were  res  integra,  Cbowav. 
the  Court  would  hold  that  no  jurisdiction  appears;  for 
the  rule  ''omnia  presumuntur  rite  esse  acta/'  cannot  ap« 
ply  to  give  jurisdiction.  This  is  clear  from  the  dictum 
of  Hclroydy  J.,  in  Rex  v.  AU  Saints,  SotUhampton  (a) — 
''The  rule,  that  in  inferior  courts,  and  proceedings  by 
magisteutes,  the  maxim  "omnia  presumuntur,  &c.,  does 
not  apply,  to  give  jurisdiction,  has  never  been  ques^ 
tioned;"  and  it  is  arguing  in  a  circle,  to  say,  that  be- 
cause when  their  jurisdiction  is  made  apparent,  you  may 
presume  justices  to  have  acted  correctly,  that  therefore 
you  may  presume  jurisdiction  from  their  acts.  Bearing 
this  in  mind,  it  will  be  found  that  Regina  v.  Stockton  (b), 
which  was  a  question  of  jurisdiction,  has  recently  been 
confirmed  by  Regina  v.  Newton  Ferrers  (c),  in  which 
case  the  marginal  venue  in  an  order  of  removal  was  held 
not  sufficient  to  give  jurisdiction,  although  the  justices 
were  stated  to  be  justices  "having  jurisdiction  within  and 
for  the  said  borough;'"  this  Court  being  of  opinion  that 

tain  a  doubt  that  all  was  done  at  the  same  time — "  The  examinar 
tion  of  A.  B.,  taken  before  us,  justices  in  and  for  the  coimty,  upon 
complaint  that  such  person  now  is  inhabiting."  Surely  that  is  at 
the  very  time  at  which  the  examination  is  taken.  The  fair  con- 
struction of  the  words  is,  that  the  complaint  was  taken  at  the  same 
time  with  the  examination;  and  if  so,  jurisdiction  appears. 

Eblb,  J. — ^As  to  the  objection  to  the  caption,  I  quite  agree  with 
what  has  been  said  by  my  brother  FatteMm,  The  caption  is  quite 
capable  of  bearing  the  construction  which  he  has  put  upon  it,  and 
shews  sufficiently  that  the  complaint  was  made  at  the  time  the  ex' 
aminations  were  taken. 

Order  confirmed. 

(a)  7  B.  <fe  C.  786.  B.  B.  620. 

(b)  2  New  Sess.  Gas.  16;  7  Q.  (c)  9  Q.  B.  B.  32. 
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1849.  It  was  urged  in  the  course  of  the  argument^  that  a 

!nic  Qvm     d^culty  would  arise,  in  case  the  order  was  confirmed, 

T  ^  ^.^*      ,   fts  to  the  children,  and  the  father  should  afterwards  re- 

Inhalntanta  of  t         /•        t  j 

All  Saints,  tum.  I  confess  I  do  not  see  the  difficulty,  because,  as 
at  present  advised,  without  offering  any  decided  opinion 
on  the  point,  I  think  the  children  would  still  form  part  of 
the  father's  family,  and  would  not  be  the  less  liable  to  be 
sent  with  him,  after  the  order  had  been  confirmed,  than 
they  were  before.  All  that  is  at  present  decided,  is,  that 
these  children  have  a  birth  settlement  to  which  they 
may  now  be  removed. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  It 
has  been  contended,  that  unless  these  children  are  re- 
moved under  this  statute  to  Ireland,  they  cannot  be 
removed  at  all.  The  cases  of  Rex  v.  CotUngham  (a), 
and  Regina  v.  Preston  (6),  appear  to  me  to  be  decisive 
of  the  present  question,  previous  to  the  passing  of  the 
8  &  9  Vict  c.  117.  Then  the  question  arises,  how  far 
that  statute  supersedes  the  rule  laid  down  in  those  cases. 
That  statute  appears  to  me  to  apply  to  the  father,  and 
only  incidentally  to  the  children  when  with  him,  and 
forming  part  of  his  family.  I  think  that  the  words  of 
the  statute  do  not  apply,  under  the  circumstances  of  this 
case,  to  the  children,  and  that  the  rule  laid  down  in  the 
cases  already  mentioned  applies  here. 

Eble,  J. — I  fully  concur  in  the  opinion  that  has  been 
expressed.  A  child  born  in  England,  of  Irish  parents, 
so  long  as  it  is  capable  of  being  removed  to  Ireland,  as 
part  of  its  father's  family,  cannot  be  removed  to  its  birth 
settlement;  but  as  soon  as  a  separation  takes  place, 
caused  either  by  death  or  desertion,  which  must  mean 
permanent  separation,  the  contingent  birth  settlement 

r 

(a)  7  6.  t.  0.  615.  {h)  12  A.  ^  E.  822. 
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takes  effect,  and  the  children  may  be  removed  to  it.    If  1849. 

the  effect  of  the  present  order  would  be  permanently  The  Qusbh 

to  fix  the  settlement  of  the  children,  that  would  create  j^jjabuknto  of 

a  difficulty ;  but  I  think  the  proper  answer  has  been  given  All  Saints, 
to  that  objection. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed. 


o 


The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Aston.  j^^^^  14, 


N  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  (dated  1st  in  the  ezamin- 
May,  1847)  of  the  county  of  Middlesex,  for  the  removal  ^uper,  it  was 
of  John  Rollinson  from  the  parish  of  St.  James,  Clerken-  ""^^  **^*)  ^® 

■^  '  was  bound  ap- 

well,   to  the  parish  of  Aston,  nigh  Birmingham,  the  prentice  in 
sessions  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  grounds  of  ap- 
this  Court  upon  a  case,  of  which  the  following  are  the  J^  ?^g  "^^ 
material  parts : —  1*^,^17?'  *!?* 

^      .        .  .  .      in  1834  legally 

The  examination  of  John  Rollinson  stated,  that  in  bound  appien- 
the  year  1804  he  was  bound  apprentice  to  one  Charles  the  said  exami- 
Powell,  of  Aston.  .  The  examination  then  set  out  the  ^^^  "^^ 
other  facts  necessary  for  the  settlement    The  fourth  the  words ''in 

1884,"  might 

ground  of  appeal  stated  that  the  said  John  Rollinson  be  rejected,  and 
was  not,  in  the  year  1834,  legally  bound  apprentice  to  grounds  of  ap- 
the  said  Charles  Powell,  of  Aston,  as  stated  in  the  said  pe^i  <»ntained  a 

'  '  good  traTerse  of 

examination.  the  apprentice- 

At  the  trial  of  the  appeal,  the  respondents  contended 
that  the  settlement  by  apprenticeship  stated  in  the  ex- 
amination was  not  traversed  by  the  ground  of  appeal, 
and  the  sessions  decided  in  their  favour,  and  confirmed 
the  order. 

If  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  shall  be  of  opinion  that 
this  ground  of  appeal  did  raise  an  issue  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  settlement,  then  the  said  order  of  removal  and 

VOL.  HI.  AAA  N.  8.  0. 
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1849.        order  of  sessions  are  to  be  severally  quashed,  otherwise 
OlieduBur     ^^®  same  are  to  stand  confirmed. 

9. 

Inhabitanti  of 

AflTov.  Prendergast  and  WeUs,  in  support  of  the  order  of  sea- 

siona — The  examination  states  an  apprenticeship  in 
1804,  and  the  grounds  of  appeal  deny  that  he  was  so 
bound  apprentice  in  1834;  and  it  is  submitted  that,  the 
sessions  having  decided  that  there  was  no  traverse,  this 
Court  wiU  not  interfere.  It  is  a  matter  by  which  the 
respondents  might  be  misled,  and  upon  that  the  finding 
of  the  sessions  is  final:  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Com" 
wall  (a) J  Benthai  v.  West(b), 

Pashleyy  conti^,  was  not  called  on. 

Coleridge,  J.(c). — ^We  think  that  the  rule  must  be 
made  absolute.  The  decision  of  the  court  of  quarter 
sessions  must  be  taken  to  be  final  upon  a  question  of 
fact,  even  when  they  ask  us  for  our  opinion ;  but  this 
is  not  a  question  of  fact,  but  whether  an  issue  has  been 
properly  raised  It  is  a  question  of  construction.  The 
respondents  here,  who  had  received  the  grounds  of  ap- 
peal, could  not  have  been  misled,  as  it  is  obvious  that 
1834  was  inserted  ii^  the  grounds  of  appeal,  by  mistake, 
for  1804. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  ques- 
tion is,  if  a  proper  traverse  has  been  taken ;  and  I  think 
that  it  has  raised  the  issue  intended  to  be  tried. 

Eelb,  J. — This  is  in  the  nature  of  a  question  of  law, 
and  I  am  inclined  to  carry  out  the  rule  of  giving  such 
efiFect  to  the  words  used  as  will  carry  out  the  intention 
of  the  parties.    The  settlement  stated  in  the  examina- 

(a)  1  New  Sess.  Cas.  161  (n).  (c)  Lord  Denmum,  C.  J., 

(()  1  D.  <fe  L.  599.  absent  on  account  of  iUneoa. 
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tion  is  founded  on  an  apprenticeship  in  1804,  and  the        i849. 
traverse  is  of  an  apprenticeship  in  1834,  as  stated  in     ThTouMN 
the  examination,     All  these  words  oannot  be  carried    ^      y- 

.  rt»  i  •    •  Inhabitants  of 

mto  effect;  but,  giving  the  proper  meaning  to  those        Astox. 
which  can  have  effect,  I  think  that  there  is  a  good 
traverse  of  the  settlement  in  1804 

Orders  quashed. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Ceowan.  J^ov.  14. 

AN  Easter  Term,  1848,  Montagu  Smith  had  made  ab-  An  order  of  re- 
solute a  rule  for  a  certiorari  to  remove  into  this  court  jjjy^  {545^  ^^ 
two  several  orders  made  by  John  Hearle  Tremayne  and  ^\^J  J?«- 

*'  *'  tices  therem 

Charles  Brune  Graves  Sawle,  Esquires,  two  of  the  keep-  caUing  them- 
ers  of  the  peace  and  justices  in  and  for  the  county  of  in  and  for  the 
Cornwall,  and  dated  respectively  the  5  th  of  October,  ^rowSr^md 

1847,  and  indorsed  on  a  certain  order  by  the  said  C  B.  "county  of  Corn- 
wall   was  the 

G.  Sawle,  and  of  Charles  Lyne,  clerk,  one  other  of  the  yenue  appear- 
said  keepers  of  the  peace,  dated  the  8th  of  July,  1845,  ^n."^Thi8  orfa 
for  the  removal  of  John  Symonds,  his  wife  and  child,  ^^^^^^ 
from  the  parish  of  Tywardreath  to  the  parish  of  Crowan,  1847,  an  order 

remoymg  the  su^ 

both  in  the  county  of  Cornwall,  for  the  purpose  of  pension,  and  an- 

1  .        .  V  otherorderforre- 

quashing  them.  payment  of  costs 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavits  before  the  Court,  that  ^^^'^7^^ 
the  two  last-mentioned  justices  had,  on  the  8th  of  July,  original  order  of 

lemovBl     These 

1 845,  made  the  order  of  removal,  and  on  the  same  day  latter  orders 
had  indorsed  on  it  an  order  for  suspension,  in  conse-  venue^bntoM 
quence  of  the  Ulness  of  the  pauper  and  his  daughter,  of  the  justices 
The  order  and  suspension  were  duly  served  on  the  over-  them  had  signed 
seers  of  Crowan,  and  at  the  Michaelmas  Sessions,  1845,  der  of  r«moTai, 

and  they  were 
stated  to  be  justices  ''  for  the  said  county  of  Oomwall :" — 
ffdd,  that  it  did  not  appear  that  the  orders  of  1847  were  made  by  the  justices  in  their  county, 
and  that  the  orders  were  therefore  bad,  as  not  showing  jurisdiction.  ' 

The  proviso  in  sect  7  of  the  12  &  13  Vict  c.  45;  is  not  retrospectiye,  and  does  not  apply  to 
roles  p^ding  at  the  time  the  Act  passed. 

A  A  A  2 


664 


NEW  SESSIONS  CASES, 


1849. 
The  QuEXK 

V, 

InliAbitants  of 


they  appealed.  The  appeal  was  tried,  and  the  order 
was  confirmed,  with  costs.  On  the  5th  of  October,  1847, 
the  pauper's  daughter  having  died,  the  said  C.  R  G. 
Sawle  and  J.  H.  Tremayne  made  an  order  taking  off 
the  suspension  of  the  former  order,  and  authorising 
the  removal  of  the  paupers,  and  also  an  order  on  the 
overseers  of  Crowan  for  payment  of  211  13«.  6(i,  the 
cost  of  maintenance  incurred  during  the  time  of  suspen- 
sion. Both  these,  which  were  the  orders  now  in  ques- 
tion, were  indorsed  on  the  original  order  of  removal, 
and  were  duly  served  on  the  overseers  of  Crowan. 

The  orders  were  all  written  on  the  same  sheet  of  pa- 
per, and  were  returned  into  this  Court,  in  obedience  to 
the  writ.  The  original  order  of  removal,  dated  the  8th 
July,  1845,  commenced  as  follows: — 

'^  County  of  Cornwall. — ^To  the  Churchwardens  and  OverseerB  of 

the  Poor  of  the  Parish  of  Tjwardreath,  dire. 
"  Upon  the  complaint  of  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the 
poor  of  Tywardreath  aforesaid,  in  the  said  county  of  Cornwall,  unto 
us  whose  names  are  hereimto  set  and  seals  affixed,  being  two  of 
her  Majesty^s  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  county  of 
Cornwall,  and  one  of  us  of  the  quorum,  that  John  Sjmonds,  Sarah 
his  wife,  and  Ann  his  daughter,  have  come  to  inhabit,**  he,  [Then 
followed  the  adjudication  of  their  settlement,  and  order  for  their  le- 
moYal  to  Crowan.]    Dated  8  July,  1845. 

(Signed)        <<  C.  B.  Obavbs  Sawls. 
"  Chableb  Ltrb.** 

The  order  for  suspension,  indorsed,  commenced  thus : 

'^  County  of  Cornwall. — Whereas  it  appears  unto  us,  Charles 
Brune  Sawle  Graves,  Esquire,  and  Charles  Ljne,  Clerk,  the  justices 
within  named,  that  the  within>named  John  Symonds  and  Ann  his 
daughter  are  unable  to  travel,**  d^c.    Dated  8  July,  1845. 

(Signed)        <'  C.  B.  Obavss  Sawlb. 
"  Charles  Lyme.'* 

The  following  are  copies  of  the  orders  in  question,  also 
indorsed  on  the  order  of  removal: — 


"Whereas  it  duly  appears  unto  us,  John  Hearle  Tremayne 
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and  Charles  Brune  Grayes,  Esquires,  two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of         1849. 
the  peace  for  the  said  county  of  Cornwall,  that  the  aboye-named       ^— -v— -^ 
Ann  J  daughter  of  the  said  John  Symonds,  is  dead,  and  that  the  said      ^^  Qtjwms 
John  Symonds  is  wholly  recoyered  from  the  sickness  and  infirmity    inhabitant!  ot 
of  body  under  which  he  lately  laboured,  and  that  he  may  therefore       Cbowak. 
now  be  conyeyed  from  the  yrithin-mentioned  parish  of  Tyward- 
reath  to  the  within-mentioned  parish  of  Crowan,  without  danger : 
These  are  therefore  to  authorise  and  require  you,  the  churchwardens 
and  oyerseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  Tywardreath,  forth- 
with to  conyey  the  said  John  Symonds  and  Sarah  his  wife  from 
and  out  of  your  said  parish  of  Tywardreath  to  the  said  parish  of 
Crowan,  and  them  to  deliyer  to  the  churchwardens  and  oyerseers  of 
the  poor  there,  as  you  are  directed  to  do.    Giyen  under  our  hands 
and  seals  this  5th  of  October,  1847. 

(Signed)        "  J.  Hearle  Trekatke. 
"  C.  B.  Graves  Sawlb." 

'^  Whereas  it  hath  been  proyed  on  oath  before  us,  John  Hearle 
Tremayne  and  Charles  Brune  Graves  Sawle,  Esquires,  the  justices 
whose  names  are  hereunto  subscribed  and  seals  set,  that  the 
charges  incurred  by  the  suspension  of  the  said  order  of  removal 
amount  to  the  sum  of  21^.  13s,  6d.y  and  which  charges  appear  to  us 
to  be  fair  and  reasonable.  And  whereas  it  is  duly  proyed  to  us, 
upon  oath,  that  the  said  Ann  Symonds,  the  daughter  of  the  said 
John  Symonds,  the  pauper  above  mentioned,  is  dead,  and  that  the 
sum  of  21^.  ld«.  6d,  hath  been  incurred  by  the  suspension  of  the 
within  order  of  removal :  Now  we,  the  said  justices,  do,  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  statute  in  that  case  made,  hereby  order  and  direct  the 
churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Crowan, 
in  the  county  of  Cornwall,  to  which  the  within-named  pauper  was 
to  be  removed,  to  pay  the  -said  charges  to  the  churchwardens  and 
overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  Tywardreath,  or  to  such 
of  them  as  shall  demand  the  same.  Witness  our  hands  and  seals, 
this  6th  of  October,  1847. 

(Signed)        <'  J.  Hearle  Trehatne. 
"  C.  B.  Graves  Sawlb." 


The  points  relied  on  in  support  of  the  rule  were,  that 
one  of  the  orders,  dated  the  6th  of  October,  1847, 
namely,  the  order  of  removal,  did  not  appear  to  have 
been  made  in  the  county  of  Cornwall,  and  that  the 
other  of  the  said  orderfi,  namely,  the  order  for  expenses, 
did  not  appear  to  have  been  made  by  justices  for  the 
county  of  Cornwall,  or  in  the  county  of  Cornwall. 
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1849.  PasMey  now  shewed  cause. — ^The  objections  to  the 

^iJjJTC^     form  of  these  orders  are  made  too  late.    The  rule  for  the 

,  ,    *•       ,   certiorari  issued  on  the  11th  of  May,  1848,  and  did  not 

Inhabitants  of 

CaowAK.  specify  any  defect  in  the  order  to  be  brought  up,  nor, 
as  the  law  then  stood,  was  it  necessary  that  it  should  do 
so;  but  by  a  proviso  in  sect.  7  of  the  12  &  13  Vict  a  45, 
since  then  passed,  (which  Act  extends  the  provisions  of 
the  11  &  12  Vict  c.  43),  it  is  enacted,  that  "  no  objection 
on  account  of  any  omission  or  mistake  in  any  order  or 
judgment  (of  justices)  brought  up  upon  a  return  to  a 
writ  of  certiorari  shall  be  allowed,  unless  such  omission 
or  mistake  shall  have  been  specified  in  the  rule  for  is- 
suing such  certiorari.''  If  these  words  must  be  taken 
to  have  a  retrospective  effect,  as  it  is  submitted  they 
have,  these  objections  cannot  avail  at  the  present  time. 
[Coleridgey  J. — Then  the  effect  would  be  to  quash  any 
rule  pending  when  the  Act  passed;  for  you  admit  the 
objection  need  not  have  been  specified  before  the  Act 
WightmaUy  J. — Sect  20  declares  that  the  Act  is  not  to 
come  into  operation  before  the  1st  November,  1849.] 
Still  the  question  would  be,  what  is  the  effect  of  the 
Act  at  this  time?  and  there  are  authorities  for  contend- 
ing that  such  a  proviso  need  not  necessarily  be  limited 
in  its  operation.  In  Ex  parte  Eyre(a),  which  was  a  case 
under  the  Attorneys  Act,  6  &  7  Vict  c.  73,  it  was  held, 
that  a  bill  of  costs  incurred  prior  to  the  passing  of  the 
Act  was  within  its  operation,  though  none  of  the  busi- 
ness included  in  the  bill  was  business  for  which,  before 
the  statute,  a  bill  would  have  been  taxable.  But,  sup- 
posing the  objections  can  be  now  taken,  it  will  appear 
that  there  is  a  sufficient  marginal  venue  to  cure  the 
supposed  defect  in  the  orders.  The  whole  document 
must  be  looked  at;  and  even  to  supply  jurisdiction,  the 
margin,  in  orders,  is  to  be  considered  as  part  of  the 

(a)  a  Ph.  CSh.  Ca.  367. 
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ord^,  and  a  plain  reference  to  it  is  sufficient  In  Re- 
gina  t.  Casierton(a)  it  was  held,  that  by  the  marginal 
venue  "  Westmoreland/'  in  an  order  of  sessions,  followed 
by  a  statement  that  'the  justices  who  made  it  were  jus- 
tices in  and  for  "the  said  county,"  jurisdiction  suffi- 
dently  appeared  The  marginal  venue  is  therefore  part 
of  the  document;  and,  as  all  that  appears  within  the 
four  comers  of  a  document  may  be  looked  at,  and  all 
these  four  orders  are  on  the  same  paper,  the  Court  will 
see  that  the  justices  were  within  their  jurisdiction  when 
each  of  the  orders  was  made,  as  well  the  later  as  the 
earlier  orders.  [Wightman,  J. — But  the  justices  who 
made  the  orders  now  in  question  were  not  the  same 
as  those  who  made  the  order  of  removal]  One  of  them. 
was  the  same;  and  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  these  are 
not  original  orders  of  removal,  but  only  an  order  by 
one  set  of  justices  to  put  in  execution  what  had  been 
commenced  by  another  set,  and  as  such,  not  to  be  so 
strictly  construed.  In  Regina  v.  Silkstone(b\  the  Court 
held  that  the  jurisdiction  of  justices  might  be  presumed, 
otherwise  there  would  appear  to  be  a  wrong  assumption 
by  them  of  authority;  that  rule  applies  to  the  present 
case,  and  is  one  which  this  Court  seems  more  inclined 
to  adopt,  than  the  strict  construction  contended  for  on 
the  other  side:  Regma  v.  Ashhurton  (c),  overruling,  as 
it  would  seem,  Regina  v.  Shipston-upon-Stour  (d).  Rex 
V.  St  Mary^  Leicester  (e\  is  also  a  strong  authority  for 
the  more  liberal  construction.  In  that  case,  Holroyd,  J., 
in  his  judgment  said,  "  as  no  other  justices,  except  ma- 
gistrates of  the  county  of  Rutland,  could  by  law  make  the 
order,  the  Court  will  inte  nd  that  the  words  "said  coimty" 
have  reference  to  the  county  where  the  magistrates  had 


1849. 


The  QuxBH 

V. 

Inhabitants  of 
CboWak. 


(a)  1  New  Sess.  Cas.  449;  6  Q. 
B.  R.  607. 

(b)  2  Q.  B.  R.  640. 

(c)  2  New  Sess.  Cas.  316;   8 


Q.  B.  R.  871. 

{d)  1  New.  Sess.  Cas.  230;  6 
Q.  B.  R.  119. 

(e)  1  B.  A  Aid.  327. 
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The  caption  of 
an  examination 
stated,  that  the 
examinationB 
were  taken  be- 
fore two  JUB- 
tioes  in  and  for 
the  West  Rid- 
ing, at  Fonte- 
fract,  npon  the 
oomplamt  of  the 
oveneersy  &c, 
and  that  the 
■aid  pauper 
hath  come  to  in* 
habit  and  is 
now  inhabiting, 
&c.: — 

Held,  that  it 
■nificiently  ap- 
peared on  the 
&ce  of  the  cap- 
tion, that  the  ex- 
amination and 
complaint  were 
taken  at  the 
same  time. 


jurisdiction;  for  that  construction  which  supports,  and 
not  that  which  destroys  the  instrument,  may  fairly  be 
adopted/'  [Coleridge,  J. — ^The  question  here  is,  what 
presumption  we  are  to  draw  from  one  of  the  magistrates 
having  acted  with  jurisdiction  two  years  before.]  And 
also  from  the  words,  "  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  in 
that  case  made,"  which  are  not  usually  found  in  such 
orders.  Regina  y.  Stockton  (a)  will  probably  be  cited 
by  the  other  side,  but  the  decision  in  that  case  will  be 
found  to  be  limited,  to  some  extent,  by  Reginav.  Gh>ole(p\ 
lately  argued  in  this  Court 

(a)  2  New  Seas.  Cas.  16;  7  Q.  B.  R.  520. 

{b)  The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  GK>ols, 

In  this  case  ihe  sessions  confirmed  an  order  of  remoyal,  subject  to 
a  case.    The  caption  of  the  examination  was  as  follows : — 

The  examination  of  <fec.,  taken  upon  oath  before  us,  tkc,  two  of 
her  Majesty^s  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  West  Riding  itc, 
at  Pontefiract,  upon  the  application  and  complaint  of  the  OYerseers 
<irc.;  and  that  the  said  pauper  hath  come  to  inhabit,  and  is  now  in- 
habiting, <S^c. 

Two  questions  were  resenred  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court:  1st 
Whether  the  caption  was  sufficient.  2nd.  Whether  the  examina- 
tions were  sufficient.  They  did  not  negative  that  the  chaigeability 
of  the  pauper  was  in  respect  of  relief,  made  necessary  by  sickness 
or  accident.    The  latter  point  was  decided  by  Begina  v.  Hal^ax*. 

Pashley  and  Pickering,  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. 

jR.  HaR,  control. — ^The  cases  cited  were  Rex  y.  Cwmietihorpefy 
Regina  y.  ^ockUmXy  Regina  y.  8t»  PauTs,  Covent  Oardeni. 

Patteson,  J. — I  do  not  see  how  it  is  possible  to  say  that  eyezy 
thing  has  not  been  done  in  the  coimty.  The  question  is,  whether 
the  words  ^  is  now"  refer  to  the  time  when  the  eyidence  is  beLog 
taken,  or  to  the  time  of  making  the  complaint  only ;  but  it  seems 
to  me,  that  no  reasonable  man  could  look  at  the  caption  and  enters 


*  Ante,  p.  268. 

t  2  B.  ife  Ad.  487. 

t  2  New  Sess.  Gas.  16;  7  Q. 


B.  R.620.    ^ 
9  2  New  Seas.  Cas.  508. 
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Montagu  Smithy  contrk. — All  the  recent  decisions  show,  i849. 
that  in  the  present  orders  no  jurisdiction  is  stated,  for  ip^^  quxa 
here  the  order  for  removing  the  suspension  has  no  mar-  j*^^*'  ^ 
ginal  venue  opposite  to  it  Even  if  this  were  res  integra,  Cbowah. 
the  Court  would  hold  that  no  jurisdiction  appears;  for 
the  rule  '^omnia  presumuntur  rite  esse  acta/^  cannot  ap- 
ply  to  give  jurisdiction.  This  is  clear  from  the  dictum 
o{  Holroydy  J.,  in  Rex  y.  All  Saints,  Styuthampton  (a) — 
"The  rule,  that  in  inferior  courts,  and  proceedings  by 
magistrates,  the  maxim  "omnia  presumimtur,  &c.,  does 
not  apply,  to  give  jurisdiction,  has  never  been  ques- 
tioned/' and  it  is  arguing  in  a  circle,  to  say,  that  be- 
cause when  their  jurisdiction  is  made  apparent,  you  may 
presume  justices  to  have  acted  correctly,  that  therefore 
you  may  presume  jurisdiction  from  their  acts.  Bearing 
this  in  mind,  it  will  be  found  that  Regina  v.  Stockton  (6), 
which  was  a  question  of  jurisdiction,  has  recently  been 
confirmed  by  Regina  v.  Newton  Ferrers  (c),  in  which 
case  the  marginal  venue  in  an  order  of  removal  was  held 
not  sufficient  to  give  jurisdiction,  although  the  justices 
were  stated  to  be  justices  "having  jurisdiction  within  and 
for  the  said  borough;''  this  Court  being  of  opinion  that 

tarn  a  doubt  that  all  was  done  at  the  same  time — "  The  examinar 
tion  of  A.  B.,  taken  before  us,  justices  in  and  for  the  county,  upon 
complaint  that  such  person  now  is  inhabiting."  Surely  that  is  at 
the  very  time  at  which  the  examination  is  taken.  The  fair  con- 
struction of  the  words  is,  that  the  complaint  was  taken  at  the  same 
time  with  the  examination;  and  if  so,  jurisdiction  appears. 

E&LB,  J. — ^As  to  the  objection  to  the  caption,  I  quite  agree  with 
what  has  been  said  by  my  brother  FaUeaon,  The  caption  is  quite 
capable  of  bearing  the  construction  which  he  has  put  upon  it,  and 
shews  sufficiently  that  the  complaint  was  made  at  the  time  the  ex* 
aminations  were  taken. 

Order  confirmed. 

(a)  7  B.  <fc  C.  785,  B.  R.  620. 

(b)  2  New  Sess.  Cas.  16;  7  Q.  (c)  9  Q.  B.  B.  32. 
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1849.  It  was  urged  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  that  a 

The  QuBKJi     difficulty  would  arise,  in  case  the  order  was  confirmed, 

»  ^  ,  .^*       ,   as  to  the  children,  and  the  father  should  afterwards  re- 

Inhabitaikti  of  t/^t^  i-/»»i 

All  Saints,  turn.  I  confess  I  do  not  see  the  difficulty,  because,  as 
*"  ■  at  present  advised,  without  offering  any  decided  opinion 
on  the  point,  I  think  the  children  would  stUl  form  part  of 
the  father's  family,  and  would  not  be  the  less  liable  to  be 
sent  with  him,  after  the  order  had  been  confirmed,  than 
they  were  before.  All  that  is  at  present  decided,  is,  that 
these  children  have  a  birth  settlement  to  which  they 
may  now  be  removed. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  It 
has  been  contended,  that  unless  these  children  are  re- 
moved under  this  statute  to  Ireland,  they  cannot  be 
removed  at  all.  The  cases  of  Rex  v.  Cottingham  (a), 
and  Regina  v.  Preston  (b),  appear  to  me  to  be  decisive 
of  the  present  question,  previous  to  the  passing  of  the 
8  &  9  Vict  c.  117.  Then  the  question  arises,  how  fiir 
that  statute  supersedes  the  rule  laid  down  in  those  cases. 
That  statute  appears  to  me  to  apply  to  the  father,  and 
only  incidentally  to  the  children  when  with  him,  and 
forming  part  of  his  family.  I  think  that  the  words  of 
the  statute  do  not  apply,  under  the  circumstances  of  this 
case,  to  the  children,  and  that  the  rule  laid  down  in  the 
cases  already  mentioned  applies  here. 

Erle,  J. — I  fully  concur  in  the  opinion  that  has  been 
expressed.  A  child  born  in  England,  of  Irish  parents, 
so  long  as  it  is  capable  of  being  removed  to  Ireland,  as 
part  of  its  father's  family,  cannot  be  removed  to  its  birth 
settlement;  but  as  soon  as  a  separation  takes  place, 
caused  either  by  death  or  desertion,  which  must  mean 
permanent  separation,  the  contingent  birth  settlement 

(a)  7  B.  &  0.  615.  (b)  12  A.  &  E.  822. 


Inhabitant!  of 
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partner  of  Mr.  Stanton,  the  clerk  of  the  board  of  guardians 
of  the  Chorley  Union,  in  which  the  township  of  Leyland 
is  situate.  The  letter  now  produced  by  me,  dated  March 
6,  1847,  and  signed  "  Thomas  Bullock,  for  clerk  to  the  Wioah. 
Wigan  Union,''  and  marked  B.,  was  received  at  our  office 
about  the  date  thereof  Many  letters  on  the  business 
of  the  Wigan  Union,  signed  "Thomas  Bullock,  for  the 
clerk  to  the  Wigan  Union,''  and  appearing  to  be  in  the 
same  handwriting  as  the  signature  to  the  said  letters 
marked  B.,  have  been  received  by  the  clerk  to  the  board 
of  guardians  of  the  Chorley  Union,  in  reply  to  letters 
addressed  to  the  clerk  to  the  Wigan  Union ;  and  I  believe 
the  said  letter  marked  B.  to  be  signed  by  Thomas  Bul- 
lock, clerk  to  Mr.  William  Acherby,  who  is  clerk  to  the 
guardians  of  the  Wigan  Union.  I  received  nineteen 
shillings  and  sixpence,  the  amount  authorised  to  be  paid 
to  the  said  Mary  Bamber,  now  present,  by  the  said  letter 
marked  R,  about  the  7th  November  inst.,  from  the  clerk 
to  the  guardians  of  the  said  Wigan  Union,  on  account 
of  the  said  township  of  Leyland. 

The  examination  of  Thomas  Garbell,  relieving  officer 
of  the  Chorley  Union,  stated,  I  received  the  said  letter 
marked  B.  from  Mr.  Jones,  and  I  paid  the  sum  of  nine- 
teen shillings  and  sixpence,  as  such  relieving  officer,  to 
the  said  Mary  Bamber,  whilst  she  was  residing  in  Ley- 
land,  in  obedience  to  the  said  letter  marked  B.,  on  ac- 
count of  the  township  of  Wigan. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  letter  marked  B. : — 

"  To  the  Guardians  of  the  Poor  of  the  Chorley  Union. 

"Wigan,  March  6,  1847. 
"  Gentlemen — I  am  directed  to  request  that  you  will, 
through  your  relieving  officer,  relieve  on  account  of  this 
union  the  under-mentioned  pauper,  residing  at  Ley- 
land,  in  your  union,  with  the  relief  and  for  the  period 
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1849.        stated  below.    I  am,  gentlemen,  jour  most  obedient 
Th^q^     serrant, 

"  Thomas  Bullock,  for  clerk  to  Wigan  Union." 


InhabiUHiti  of 


Pav^er't  FamUjf. 

^9^ 

OeagpatUm, 

When 
mtOeiL 

SdifftoU 

ffWOt. 

FontektU 
Period, 

06«rm<Mi. 

MaiyBamber 
and  child. 

84 

Weaver. 

Wigan. 

weekly 

Three 
months. 

— 

The  only  groimd  of  appeal  was,  that  the  examinations 
upon  which  the  said  order  is  founded  are,  and  each  and 
every  of  them  is  informal,  defective,  and  bad  on  the  face 
thereof,  and  insufficient  in  law  to  justify  the  making  of 
the  said  order. 

At  the  trial,  the  appellants  objected  that  the  exa- 
minations were  defective  and  bad,  and  insufficient  in 
law  to  justify  the  making  of  the  said  order.  First,  be- 
cause they  contain  no  legal  evidence  of  a  settlement  of 
the  paupers  in  the  appellant  township;  secondly,  be- 
cause they  contain  no  direct  or  legal  evidence,  shewing 
that  the  appellants  had  acknowledged  a  liability  by 
granting  relief  to  the  pauper,  as  pretended  in  the  exa- 
mination. 

The  court  of  quarter  sessions  overruled  the  objections, 
and  held  that  the  examinations  were  sufficient,  and 
confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court 
on  the  objections  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  examinations. 
If  this  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  examinations 
were  sufficient,  the  order  of  justices  and  of  sessions  are  to 
be  confirmed ;  if  insufficient,  then  the  order  of  justices 
and  the  order  of  sessions  are  to  be  set  aside. 


Pashley,  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. — ^The 
question  is,  whether  there  is  any  legal  evidence  in  the 
examinations,  of  the  settlement  of  the  pauper  in  the 
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township  of  Wigan;  and  that  will  depend  upon  this,         1849, 
whether  a  *clerk  to  a  board  of  guardians  can  bind  a     t^^  qveeh 
parish  in  that  union  by  his  admission  that  a  pauper  is       k-vtknu  f 
settled  in  that  parish :  and  it  is  submitted  that  he  can.        Wioak. 
In  addition  to  the  letter,  it  is  also  stated  that  the 
money  directed  by  the  letter  to  be  paid  was  actually 
received  by  the  clerk  of  the  Chorley  Union  from  the 
clerk  of  the  Wigan  Union.  It  has  certainly  been  decided, 
that  relief  given  by  a  relieving  officer  to  a  pauper,  on 
account  of  a  particular  parish  in  his  union,  is  no  evi- 
dence of  his  chargeability  to  that  parish:  Regina  v.  Brad- 
ford(a)',  or  of  his  settlement  in  that  parish:  Regina  v. 
LitUe  Marlow(b);  but  in  Regina  v.  CrondaU(c)j  it  was 
decided  that  relief  given  to  a  pauper  by  order  of  a  board 
of  guardians  of  a  union,  on  account  of  a  particular 
parish  therein,  is  evidence  from  which  the  sessions 
might  infer  that  the  pauper  was  settled  in  that  parish; 
and  if  there  is  any  evidence  in  the  present  case,  from 
which  the  sessions  might  come  to  that  conclusion,  this 
Court  will  not  interfere:  Rex  v.  Edwiristoweid),    The 
clerk  is  the  proper  person  to  act  for  the  board.     [Erie, 
J. — Are  the  duties  of  the  clerk  fixed  by  any  statute?] 
They  are  appointed  by  the  guardians,  under  stat  4  &  5 
WilL  4,  c.  76,  8.  46,  and  their  duties  are  to  be  defined 
by  the  Poor-law  Commissioners,  and  they  are  recognised 
by  stats.  6  &  6  Vict.  c.  67,  s.  17,  and  7  &  8  Vict  c.  101, 
88.  58  and  59.     The  definition  of  clerk  is  given  in  Tom- 
lin's  Law  Dictionary,  tit  "Clerk;"  and  it  is  submitted 
that  an  admission  by  him  in  his  course  of  business  must 
be  taken  to  be  the  admission  of  the  board,  and  will  bind 
this  parisL 

(a)  2  New  Sess.  Ciu.  330;  8  {c)  2  New  Seas.  Cas.  667;  10 

Q.  B.  R.  571,  (n).  Q.  B.  R.  812. 

{f>)  2  New  SesB.  Cas.  576;  10  (cQ  8  B.  <fe  C.  671. 
Q.B.  R.223. 
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1849.  WhighaTOy  contrk — It  is  submitted,  that  this  letter, 

TbeQvnir  "^^^^  ^7  ^ooi^  one  foT  the  clerk  to  the  Wig&n  board 
itAuiJ'  e/[  ^^  guardians,  cannot  bind  the  township  of  Wigan.  The 
WicuM.  relief  is  thereby  directed  to  be  giren  ''on  account  of 
this  union;"  and  it  is  impossible  to  say,  from  the  letter, 
on  behalf  of  what  parish  it  is  given.  If  he  had  been 
directed  to  write  it  by  an  order  of  the  board,  that  order 
ought  to  have  been  produced;  and  if  the  ap^cation  to 
the  board  had  been  proved,  then  it  may  be  admitted 
that  the  letter  might  have  bound  the  township^  as  in 
Begina  v.  CrondaU(a).  There  it  is  not  shewn  that  any 
order  of  the  board  was  made  upon  any  application  for 
relief.  The  schedule  appended  to  the  letter  of  '*  Where 
settled — ^Wigan/'  is  only  a  description  of  the  person 
and  not  an  admission  of  her  settlement  It  may  meaa 
the  union  of  Wigan,  as  well  as  the  township.  Treating 
this  as  an  order  of  the  board  of  guardians,  the  proper 
proofs  have  not  been  given.  Lord  Denmany  C.  J.,  in 
Begina  v.  CrondaM{a),  says»  "Where  an  application  for 
relief  has  been  made  to  a  relieving  officer  of  a  union, 
whose  duty  it  is  to  examine  into  the  merits  of  the  cnse;, 
and  to  report  thereon  to  the  board  of  guardians,  and 
when  he  has  brought  the  application  before  that  board, 
whose  duty  it  is  to  inquire  into  tiie  settl^aent,  and  to 
order  such  relief  only  in  case  of  being  satisfied  that  the 
settlement  is  in  one  of  the  parishes  of  the  union*  and 
relief  has  been  ordered  by  that  board  on  account  of  one 
of  the  parishes,  and  given  by  the  relieving  officer  ac- 
cording to  such  order,  all  the  steps  required  by  the  lair 
have  been  taken,  and  such  relief  is  l^^ally  given." 

CoLEBiDGE,  J.  (6). — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule 
ought  to  be  discharged.    The  question  is  entirely  one 

(a)  2  New  Seas.  Caa.  667. 
{h)  Lord  Denman,  0.  J.,  was  absent  on  account  of  iilnets. 
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of  agency,  abd  whether  certain  statements  were  made        i849. 
by  sufficient  authority.    If  a  board  of  guardians  proceed     TheQuiBm 
regularly,  and  relief  is  given  pursuant  to  their  orders,  f • 

such  relief  would  be  good  eyidence  to  bind  the  parish       Wiqax. 
on  whose  behalf  the  relief  was  so  given.   Two  objections 
have  been  made  to  the  statement  in  the  examinations 
in  this  case;  first,  that  there  is  no  evidence  that  the 
guardians  have  acted  in  the  matter  at  all ;  secondly,  that, 
if  they  have,  they  have  not  acted  in  so  regular  a  way  as 
to  muake  their  acts  evidence  against  this  particular 
parisL   This  letter  must  be  taken  to  have  been  written 
by  the  clerk  to  the  board  of  guardian&    It  directs  that 
the  pauper  is  to  be  relieved  on  account  of  the  tmion, 
and  there  is  a  sdiedule  appended  to  the  letter,  in  which 
the  pauper  is  described  as  settled  in  Wigan.    Mr.  Whig- 
ham  says,  that  we  are  not  to  attach  any  weight  to  this, 
but  to  confine  ourselves  to  the  letter;  but  the  letter  is 
written  on  behalf  of  the  union,  and  the  schedule  points 
out  the  particular  parish,  and  makes  a  distinct  admis- 
sion where  the  pauper  is  settled.     One,  then,  explains 
the  other;  and,  in  addition  to  this,  the  money  ordered  in 
the  letter  to  be  given  as  relief  is  repaid  by  the  clerk  to 
the  Wigan  Union.    Then  it  is  said  that  there  is  no  proof 
that  the  board  did  this  act,  and  that  the  books  ought  to 
have  been  produced ;  but  I  think  that  Mr.  Whdgham  can*- 
not  take  this  objection;  for,  whether  the  board  of  guar^ 
dians  had  acted  regularly  or  not)  this  letter  must  be  taken 
to  be  the  act  of  the  guardians,  if  it  can  be  made  out 
that  the  clerk  had  authority  to  write  it    This  Court 
may  treat  the  clerk  as  a  recognised  officer  of  the  board 
of  guardians;  and,  as  such,  we  may  fairly  presume  that 
one  of  his  duties  is  to  communicate  with  other  imions, 
and  to  send  small  sums  of  money  for  the  relief  of  paupers 
belonging  to  his  union  while  residing  elsewhere.    This 
is  such  a  communication ;  and  therefore  I  think  that 
there  is  sufficient  ground  to  presume  authority  in  the 
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1849.        clerk  to  write  this  letter,  and  therefore,  that  there  is 
TheQunnr     ^^^  eiridence  of  the  settlement  of  the  pauper  in  WigaiL 

Inhabitaatf  of  •    •  a  a         i 

WiQAv.  WiOHTMAN,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opmion.    After  the 

decision  in  Regina  Y,Gr(mdaU(a%  it  cannot  be  contended 
that  this  letter,  if  written  by  the  authority  of  the  board 
of  guardians,  does  not  contain  some  eyidence  to  esta- 
blish the  case  on  behalf  of  the  respondents.  The  ques- 
tion is,  whether  there  is  sufficient  evidence  to  raise  the 
presumption  that  the  clerk  had  authority  from  the 
board  of  guardians  to  write  it?  It  must  be  taken 
that  it  was  written  by  the  clerk  himself  He  b  an  offi- 
cer recognised  by  the  legislature;  his  duties  are  under 
the  control  of  the  Poor-law  Commissioners;  and  it  may 
fairly  be  presumed,  that  one  of  such  duties  is  to  carry 
on  a  correspondence  of  this  description,  and  therefore, 
that  the  letter  contains  prima  facie  evidence  of  a  settle- 
ment in  Wigan. 

Eblb,  J. — The  question  on  these  examinations  is, 
whether  there  is  any  legal  evidence  of  an  admission  by 
proper  authority  of  a  settlement  in  Wigan.  The  board 
of  guardians  is  authorised  to  give  relief,  and  to  decide 
on  settlement ;  and  its  acts  will  bind  any  parish  within 
it,  as  appears  by  Reffina  v.  CrondaU.  Here  it  has  given 
relief,  and  the  question  is,  if  the  clerk  is  the  agent  of 
the  board  to  write  this  letter.  I  think  he  is,  and  that 
this  letter  must  be  taken  to  be  written  by  him.  Then 
we  have  an  admission  by  a  clerk  to  a  board  of  guard- 
ians, that  a  pauper  is  settled  in  a  particular  parish  in 
that  union,  and  that  is  some  evidence  of  the  pauper's 

settlement  there. 

Order  of  sessions  confirmed. 

(a)  2  New  Sess.  Cas.  667. 
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•     1849. 

The  QuEBN  V,  The  Inhabitants  of  St.  Pangeas.  Nov.  17. 

V/N  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices,  dated  the  Theoniygroimd 
4th  April,  1848,  for  the  removal  of  Frederick  Green-  ^l^^^thT" 

land  and  his  two  children  from  the  parish  of  Lambeth,  ^  ^™& 

^  ^  .       *****  *"®  "***•" 

in  the  county  of  Surrey,  to  the  parish  of  St  Pancras,  in  ments  con- 

the  county  df  Middlesex,  the  sessions  confirmed  the  or-  ezamixiationB 

der,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  the  follow-  ^"hddto'be 

inff  caSa  *  S^>^  traTcne, 

,        ,  ,  ,  BO  as  to  call 

The  examinations  upon  which  the  said  order  of  re.  upon  the  n- 

1*  1  /.  11  spondents  to 

moval  was  made,  were  as  follows: —  prove  ^^^  g^tie. 

*' Frederick  Greenland  upon  his  oath  saith,  I  have  ?^ent«et  forth 

^  •  '  m  the  ezamiDft* 

not  resided  in  the  parish  of  Lambeth,  in  the  county  of  ^on^ 
Surrey,  for  five  years  next  before  the  day  of  the  date  of 
this  my  examination.  I  have  two  lawful  children  by 
my  late  wife  Emily  Malvina,  who  died  in  the  month  of 
October  now  last  past,  and  to  whom  I  was  lawfully 
married  at  the  parish  church  of  St  George,  Blooms- 
bury,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  on  the  10th  of  Fe- 
bruary, 1833,  namely,  Frederick,  aged  twelve  years,  who 
hath  not  gained  a  parochial  settlement  in  his  own  right, 
and  Emily,  aged  eight  weeks.  I  am  now,  together  with 
my  said  two  children,  become  actually  chargeable  to,  and 
I  have  been  and  I  am  now  being  actually  relieved  by 
the  said  parish  of  Lambeth ;  and  I  did,  on  Saturday  last, 
receive  from  Mr.  William  Lidbrook  Cope,  one  of  the  re- 
lieving officers  of  the  said  parish  of  Lambeth,  two  loaves 
of  btead,  by  way  of  relief  to  and  for  myself  and  my  said 
two  children,  from  the  said  parish  of  Lambeth,  and  out 
of  the  rates  duly  made  and  raised  for  the  relief  of  the 
poor  thereof.  I  have  not  done  any  act  to  gain  a  paro- 
chial settlement  in  my  own  right.  I  am  now,  together 
with  my  said  two  children,  residing  and  inhabiting  at 
No.  30,  Caroline-street,  in  the  said  parish  of  LambetL" 
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t78  ^>^W  SESSIONS  CASES, 

1849.  '^  Susannah  Grreenland,  upon  her  oath  saith,   Fre- 

^^Jq^]^     derick  Greenland,  the  first-named  examinant,  nowhere 

T  i«w '  df  P'®^^*>  ^  **^y  hi^^l  8on  by  Edward  Greenland,  my 
St.  Pavordb.  late  husband,  who  died  in  the  year  1818,  and  to  whom 
I  was  lawfully  married  at  the  parish  church  of  Bermond- 
sey,  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  on  the  15th  May,  1808. 
In  the  year  1824,  I  hired  of  one  Mr.  Gramby,  a  carpen- 
ter, then  of  Eentish-town,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex, 
for  one  whole  year,  at  and  for  the  yearly  'rent  of  282., 
a  tenement,  consisting  of  a  separate  and  distinct  dwell- 
ing-house or  building,  being  a  cottage,  situated  near 
the  Castle  Inn,  in  Kentish-town,  in  the  parish  of  St 
Pancras,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex;  and  I  so  held, 
rented,  occupied,  inhabited,  and  resided  in  and  upon 
the  said  tenement  during  the  period  of  one  whole  year 
together;  and  I  actually  paid  the  said  yearly  rent  of 
2Sl  for  the  said  tenement  during  my  said  occupation 
thereof;  and  during  the  period  I  so  held,  rented,  and 
occupied  the  said  tenement,  my  son,  the  said  Frederick 
Greenland,  was  unemancipated,  and  resided  with  me 
and  formed  part  of  my  then  family.  Since  quitting  the 
said  tenement,  I  have  not  done  any  act  to  gain  a  paro- 
chial settlement." 

There  were  several  grounds  of  appeal  raising  objec- 
tions to  the  order  and  examinations,  but  the  only 
ground  of  appeal  trayersing  the  facts  alleged  in  the  ex- 
aminations was: — 

That  the  statements  contained  in  the  said  examinar 
tions  are  not  true. 

On  the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  after  several  objections 
to  the  examinations,  raised  by  the  appellants,  had  been 
OTerruled  by  the  Court,  the  respondents  were  called 
upon  to  prove  the  settlement  set  up  in  their  examina- 
tions Whereupon  the  counsel  for  the  respondents  ob- 
jected, that,  by  the  grounds  of  appeal,  the  settlement 
in  St  Pancras  was  not  denied,  nor  the  facts  traversed, 
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80  as  to  make  it  necessary  for  the  respondents  to  give        1849. 
any  proof  of  the  settlement;  and,  after  argument,  the     ^heQom 
court  of  quarter  sessions  decided  in  fayour  of  the  re-  *• 

Inhabitants  of 

spondents,  and  confirmed  the  order,  subject,  however,    St.  ?asoaab. 

to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  upon  this 

point 

After  the  order  had  been  so  confirmed,  it  was  agreed 
between  the  parties,  that  eyidence  in  support  of  the  set- 
tlement should  be  received,  subject  to  the  objection  that 
had  been  taken,  that  the  settlement  was  not  put  in  issue 
by  the  grounds  of  appeal.  The  sessions  were  of  opinion 
that  the  settlement  set  out  in  the  examinations  was  not 
proved. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  is,  whether,  by  the  above  grounds  of  appeal,  the 
settlement  set  up  in  the  examinations  was  denied,  or 
the  facts  therein  stated  traversed,  so  as  to  call  upon  or 
make  it  necessary  for  the  respondents  to  adduce  evidence 
in  support  of  such  settlement  at  the  hearing  of  the  ap- 
peal; and  if  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  shall  be  of 
opinion,  that,  by  the  grounds  of  appeal,  the  settlement 
was  sufficiently  denied  or  traversed,  then  the  ocder  of 
removal,  and  the  order  of  sessions  confirming  the  same, 
are  to  be  quashed;  but  if  the  Court  shall  be  of  a  contrary 
opinion,  both  orders  are  to  stand  confirmed. 

Otter,  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. — ^By  the  stat 
4  &  6  Will  4,  c.  76,  s.  81,  an  appellant  parish  is  not  per- 
mitted to  dispute  the  validity  of  an  order  of  removal, 
unless  they  first  give  a  notice  and  statement  in  writing 
of  the  grounds  on  which  the  appeal  is  founded.  The 
allegation,  "  that  the  statements  contained  in  the  exa- 
minations are  not  true,"  is  not  a  sufficient  compliance 
with  that  enactment  The  facts  may  not  be  strictly  true, 
as  alleged  in  the  examinations,  but  still  they  may  be 
sufficient  to  support  the  settlement.     [Wightma/n,  J. — 
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1849.        Must  it  not  mean  that  all  the  facts  material  to  the  &et^ 

ff^Q^^     tlement  are  not  true?]   The  stat  11  &  12  Vict  c.  31,  s.  5, 

^  ,  .y-       -   re-enacting  the  provisions  of  the  stat  4  &  5  Will  4,  c.  76, 

Inhaibitants  of  ,  ,       ^  ^  . 

St.  Favobis.  8.  83,  giyes  the  justices  power  of  awarding  costs  on  such 
grounds  of  appeal  as  appear  to  be  fiivolous  and  vexar 
tioua  The  object  of  the  legislature,  in  these  enactments^ 
was  the  same  as  in  the  case  of  the  Kew  Rules  of  Pleading, 
to  require  appellants  to  point  out  the  matter  of  defence 
on  which  they  rely,  and  not  to  give  it  in  evidence  under 
the  general  traverse.  If  the  real  facts  in  dispute  were 
separately  traversed  by  the  appellants,  the  sessions  might 
apply  the  statute,  and  direct  costs  to  be  paid  according 
to  the  issues  found;  but  if  this  comprehensive  form  of 
traverse  be  permitted,  there  will  not  be  the  same  op- 
portunity of  doing  so.  In  Reffina  v.  WkiOey  Upper(a\ 
the  respondents  relied  on  a  parish  apprenticeship;  and 
the  appellants  alleged,  in  their  grounds  of  appeal,  that 
the  requisites  of  the  stat  56  GFeo.  3,  c.  139,  and  more 
particularly  sect  5,  were  not  complied  with;  and  the 
CoMit  held,  they  could  not  dispute  the  settlement  on 
the  ground  that  their  overseers  had  no  notice,  and  were 
not  present  at  the  binding.  Goleridgey  J.,  there  says, 
''  I  do  not  mean  that  it  would  in  no  case  be  sufficient  to 
refer  to  a  statute ;  still  I  «ay  that,  in  all  cases,  it  is  much 
safer  to  confine  the  statements  to  facts  which  it  is  in- 
tended to  prove  or  disprove  at  the  trial"  {Coleridge^  J. 
— ^That  appears  to  be  a  traverse  of  matter  of  law.]  The 
defence  there  relied  on  was,  that  no  notice  of  the  bind- 
ing had  been  given  to  the  appellants;  which  was  more  a 
question  of  fact  than  law.  In  Regina  v.  Staple  FUs- 
paine  (&),  the  Court  held,  that  the  appellants  having  stated 
particular  objections  to  the  examinations,  could  not  rely 
under  a  general  demurrer  upon  objections  not  specifi- 
cally pointed  out    Lord  Denman,  in  giving  the  judg- 

(ci)  11  A.  A  E.  90.  (h)  2  Q.  B.  R.  488. 
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meut  of  the  Court,  aays,  ''We  SM^e  quite  clear  that,  under        i849. 
these  words  (that  the  examination  is  bad  on  the  face  of     r^HBOvui 
it),  if  they  stood  alone,  no  objection  would,  in  this  case,  y- 

be  open  to  the  appellants;  for  they  would  convey  no  in-  Si.  PAvosAa. 
formation  to  the  respondents  of  the  ground  of  appeal 
intended  to  be  relied  on,  and  to  hold  them  sufficient 
would  defeat  the  very  object  of  the  statute.""  In  Regina 
Y.Widecombe  in  the  Moor(a)y  the  examinations  disclosed 
two  settlements.  The  grounds  of  appeal  traversed  only 
one ;  and  the  Court  held,  that,  under  the  general  traverse, 
''  that  the  pauper  was  not  settled  in  the  appellant  parish 
in  any  manner  whatever,"'  that  the  other  settlement  was 
not  put  in  issue.  Regina  r,St  OUe$,  Colchester  (b)  may  be 
relied  on  by  the  other  side.  In  that  case  only  one  fact 
was  put  in  issue,  which  decided  the  settlement;  but  in 
the  present  case  the  traverse  puts  in  issue  many  facts. 

Comer  and  Howarth^  contrk,  were  not  heard. 

CoLEBmoB,  J.(c). — I  should  not  wish  it  to  be  under- 
stood that  we  entertain  any  doubt  on  this  point.  There 
is  nothiAg  to  prevent  the  appellants  taking  issue  on  as 
many  facts  as  they  please;  and  it  seems  admitted,  if 
all  the  facts  alleged  in  the  examination  had  been  sepa- 
rately traversed,  that  would  have  been  sufficient  I 
consider  the  effect  of  this  ground  of  appeal  to  be  the 
same  as  if  all  the  facts  material  to  the  settlement  had 
been  separately  traversed.  The  decision  of  the  sessions 
will  now  be  final  on  such  objections ;  but  I  do  not 
think  that  this  decision  will  be  productive  of  the  in- 
convenience that  has  been  suggested,  nor  will  it  prevent 
the  magistrates  exercising  their  discretion  as  to  costs, 

(a)  2  New  Seas.  Cas.  539 ;  9  (c)  Lord  Denman^  C.  J.,  was 

Q.  B.  R.  894.  abfient  from  illness. 

{h)  Ante,  p.  240. 
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1849.        where  the  defence  appears  to  be  MyoIous  and  yexa* 

Tm  Qubwi     *^^^^ 
InhabitsiiU  of 

8f .  FAjrcnufl.  WiGHTMAN,  J. — I  should  have  felt  great  r^ret  if  I  had 
been  compelled  to  allow  this  objection.  It  seems  to  me, 
that  we  are  not  driven  to  adopt  the  strict  rule  that  has 
been  contended  for.  The  traverse  of  the  settlement  is 
taken  in  one  comprehensive  sentence,  which,  it  is  ad- 
mitted, might  be  done  by  many.  Regina  v.  Middleton  in 
Teesdalie(a)  is  not  inconsistent  with  this  decision.  There, 
under  the  general  objection  alone,  it  was  held,  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  examination  might  be  disputed.  That  case 
was  recognised  in  Regina  v.  Staple  Fitspaine(b)j  where 
the  Court  said,  that  aj^ellants  could  not  rely  on  the 
general  objection,  where  particular  objections  were  spe- 
ciiScally  pointed  out  by  other  grounds  of  appeal  I  do 
not  think  that  our  decision  will  cause  any  inconvenience 
with  respect  to  awarding  costs. 

Erlb,  J. — ^The  appellants  have  a  right  to  deny  all  the 
facts  alleged  in  the  examination,  and  the  more  concisely 
that  can  be  done,  the  more  effective  it  is.  If  the  ses- 
sions are  of  opinion  that  appellants  set  up  a  Texatious 
defence,  they  have  power  of  awarding  costs.     ■ 

Order  of  sessions  quashed. 

(a)  10  Jl&  E.  688.  (p)  2  Q.  B.  B.  48a 
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I 


The  Qtjeek  t;.  The  Inhabitants  of  Wolyebhaupton. 

Nw.  17. 

N  Hilary  Term,  1848,  Huddleston  had  obtained  a  rule  Under  stat.  8  & 

nisi  for  a  certiorari  to  remove  into  this  Court  an  order  „.  58  and  62' 

of  two  justices  of  the  county  of  Lancaster,  and  also  an  i^***^^ 

order  of  sessions  confirming  the  same.    The  rule  having  adjudicate  the 

■ettlement  of  a 

been  made  absolute,  the  two  orders  were  returned  into  pauper  lunatic, 
this  Court ;  and  in  Hilary  Term  last,  he  obtained  a  J^er^for  hi»*  "* 
rule  calling  upon  the  inhabitants  of  the  township  of  ^^*^** 
Wolverhampton  to  shew  cause  why  the  orders  should  "  confined  ar«> 

^  y     ^  dered  to  be  con- 

not  »De  quasned.  fined"  in  a  lu- 

The  following  was  the  form  of  the  order  of  justices : —  mo^A^ 

fore,  a  panper 
Whbbbas  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  14th  of  May,  1846,  one  lunatic  had  been 

Samuel  Wedge,  a  pauper  lunatic,  was,  pursuant  to  the  statute  in  <^"^»««e^  frp™ 
such  case  made  and  provided,  sent,  to  wit,  from  the  township  of  ,q  asrlum  on 
Manchester,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  to  an  asyltun,  registered  the  6th  Janu- 
hospital,  or  licensed  house,  to  wit,  to  the  asylum  situate  at  Lan-  J^'  ?jif?  ^^ 
caster,  in  the  said  county,  and  was  then  received  into  the  said  ment  and  main- 
asylum,  and  was  confined  therein  from  the  said  14th  May  to  the  tenance  were 
5th  January  last.    And  whereas  afterwards,  by  an  order  bearing  ^^^^^^ 
date  the  8th  July,  a.d.  1847,  and  made  on  the  same  day  and  year  rn%:—Held, 
last  aforesaid,  to  wit,  at  Salford,  in  the  same  county,  under  the  that  the  justices 

hands  and  seals  of  James  Heywood  and  John  Gibson  WhitaJcer,  ^  ^"  '^^^ 
-.  tion  to  make 

Esquires,  two  of  her  Majesty^s  justices  of  the  peace  of  and  for  the  the  order, 
said  county,  within  which  said  county  the  said  asylum  then  was      SeaMe,  per 
and  still  is  situate,  reciting  that  they  the  said  last-mentioned  ju»-  ^TJS^    * 
tices  had,  on  the  day  and  year  and  at  the  place  last  aforesaid,  in-  tioes  under 
quired  into  the  last  legal  settlement  of  the  said  S.  Wedge,  such  >«^  ^^  ^▼e 
pauper  lunatic  as  aforesaid,  and  had  obtained  satisfactory  evidence  SiTirovment^f 
as  to  the  said  settlement  of  the  said  S.  Wedge,  they,  the  said  last-  the  ezpeniea  in- 
mentioned  justices,  did  thereby  in  due  form  of  law  find  and  ad-  cuired  in  or 
judge  that  the  last  legal  settlement  of  the  said  S.  Wedge  was  in  a^nination  ^the 
the  parish,  township,  or  place  of  Wolverhampton,  in  the  county  of  lunatic,  and  hia 
Stafford.    And  whereas  the  said  parish,  township,  or  place  of  Wol-  conveyance  to 
verhampton,  in  the  said  recited  order  mentioned,  was  and  is  a  thoiu^^^  ex- 
township  different  from  the  township  from  which  the  said  S.  Wedge  penaes  have 
was  sent  to  the  said  asylum:  Now  we  the  undersigned,  two  of  her  ^**'*  incurred 
Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  of  and  for  the  said  county  of  Lan-  ^^\^  calendar 
caster,  from  a  part  of  which  said  county,  to  wit,  the  township  of  months  previous 

Manchester,  the  said  8.  Wedge  was  sent  to  the  said  asylum  as  ^  ^  ^  ^^ 

making  the  or- 
der. 
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1849.  aforesaid,  upon  due  proof  upon  oath  before  ub  now  here  had  and 
^  V  ^  taken,  and  upon  production  before  us  of  the  said  recited  order,  do 
Tbb  Qvmmm  £i^d  i^d  adjudge  that  all  and  singular  the  premises  are  true,  and 
Inhabitants  of  ^^^  ^^®  Manchester  Union,  in  the  said  county  of  Lancaster  (which 
WoLTUr  said  last  mentioned  Union  includes  within  it  the  said  township  of 
HAXProv.  Manchester,  from  which  the  said  S.  Wedge  was  sent  to  the  said 
asylum  as  aforesaid),  has  paid  and  incurred  the  sum  of  9^  19«.  4d, 
for  expenses  in  and  about  the  examination  of  the  said  S.  Wedge 
and  his  conveyance  to  the  said  asylum,  and  that  the  treasurer  of 
the  guardians  of  the  said  Manchester  Union  has  paid  to  the  trea- 
surer of  the  said  asylum  the  sum  of  12^.  15s.  6(^  for  the  reasonable 
charges  (incurred  within  twelye  calendar  months  previous  to  the 
date  and  making  of  this  our  order),  for  the  lodging,  maintenance, 
medicine,  clothing,  and  care  of  the  said  S.  Wedge  in  the  said  asy- 
lum :  We  do  therefore,  pursuant  to  the  statute  in  such  case  made 
and  proyided,  hereby  order  and  direct  that  the  treasurer  of  the 
guardians  of  the  Wolverhampton  Union,  in  the  county  of  Stafford, 
which  said  last  mentioned  union  includes  within  it  the  said  town- 
ship of  Wolverhampton,  in  which  said  township  the  said  8.  Wedge 
has  been  adjudged  to  be  settled  as  aforesaid,  do  forthwith  p^y  unto 
the  treasurer  of  the  guardians  of  the  said  union  of  Manchester  the 
said  sum  of  dl.  19s.  4d.  for  all  expenses  incurred  by  and  on  behalf 
of  the  said  last  mentioned  union,  in  and  about  the  examination  of 
the  said  S.  Wedge,  and  his  conveyance  to  the  said  asylum,  and  do 
also  forthwith  pay  unto  the  said  treasurer  of  the  said  Manchester 
Union  the  said  further  sum  of  12^.  I5s.  6d.,  the  amount  of  all  mo- 
neys paid  as  aforesaid  by  the  said  last  mentioned  treasurer  to  the 
treasurer  of  the  said  asylum,  for  the  reasonable  charges  of  the 
lodging,  maintenance,  medicine,  clothing,  and  care  of  the  said 
S.  Wedge,  which  said  charges  have  been  incurred  within  twelve 
calendar  months  previous  to  the  date  and  making  of  this  our  order. 

The  following  were  the  material  points  which  were  re- 
lied on  in  support  of  the  rule : — 

1.  That  the  original  order  of  the  8th  of  July  is  bad, 
inasmuch  as  it  was  made  after  the  said  S.  Wedge  had  left 
the  asylum  therein  mentioned. 

2.  That  the  said  orders  are  bad  for  not  shewing  that 
the  sum  of  92.  1 98,  4d,  therein  ordered  to  be  paid  for 
the  expenses  incurred  in  and  about  the  examination  of 
the  said  S.  Wedge,  and  his  conyeyance  to  the  said  asy- 
lum, was  incurred  within  twelve  calendar  months  pre- 
yioufl  to  the  date  of  tihie  order  of  the  8th  of  July. 
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PcuUey  now  shewed  cause. — ^It  appears  on  the  face        i849. 
of  the  order  of  justices,  that  the  order  adjudicating  the     thb  Qvm 
settlement,  and  the  order  for  the  maintenance  of  the    ,  ^  ^.^* 

Iniialntants  of 

pauper  while  in  the  asylum,  were  made  after  the  dis^  Wolyxb- 
charge  of  the  pauper  from  the  asylum;  and  it  is  sub- 
mitted, that  the  words  '' ordered  to  be  confined,"'  in 
8  &  9  Vict,  a  126,  s.  68,  ought  to  be  construed  as  if 
they  had  been  "  shall  have  been  ordered  to  be  confined.'' 
The  intention  of  the  legislature  was  to  indemnify  the 
parish  sending  a  pauper  lunatic  to  an  asylum  from  all 
charges  respecting  him,  and  that  intention  cannot  be 
carried  out  unless  this  construction  he  put  upon  the 
statute,  because  it  may  be  that  the  pauper  may  die  or 
be  discharged  before  his  settlement  is  ascertained.  The 
first  statute  relating  to  the  confinement  of  lunatic  pau- 
pers, and  the  expenses  thereupon,  is  17  Geo.  2,  a  5,  s. 
20,  and  that  statute  makes  the  parish  to  which  he  be- 
longs liable.  The  statute  48  Geo.  3,  c.  96,  s.  17,  again, 
makes  the  parish  to  which  the  lunatic  belongs  liable; 
and  by  sect  20,  if  his  settlement  cannot  be  ascertained, 
the  justices  may  send  him  to  the  county  lunatic  asylum, 
and  order  the  expenses  to  be  paid  by  the  treasurer  of 
the  county  within  which  such  person  has  been  appre- 
hended. The  first  statute  which  n;iakes  the  parish  send- 
ing him  to  the  asylum  liable  for  the  expenses,  is  59 
Geo.  3,  c.  127,  s.  1.  The  stat  5  Geo.  4,  c.  71,  s.  3,  gave 
the  power  to  justices  to  adjudge  the  settlement  of  a 
pauper  lunatic,  and  to  make  an  order  upon  the  parish 
in  which  he  was  settled  for  the  expenses,  but  that  is 
limited  to  cases  where  the  lunatic  is  confined,  and  ap- 
plied to  prospective  charges  only:  Rex  v.  Maidden(a). 
The  stat  9  Geo.  4,  c.  40,  s.  38,  gave  power  to  the  jus- 
tices to  inquire  into  the  settlement  of  a  pauper  lunatic; 
and  where  it  could  not  be  ascertained,  the  expenses 

(a)  8  B.  <fe  0.  7a 
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1840.        were  thrown  upon  the  county  by  sect  41,  and  where  it 
TiaQvBnr     ^^  ascertained,  the  expenses  were  to  be  paid  by  the  par 
*•  rish  in  which  his  settlement  was  adjudged  to  be,  by  sect 

WoiTBir  42;  by  that  section  the  pauper  into  whose  settlement 
VAxpnw.  ^j^^  inquiry  was  taking  place,  must  hare  been  in  actual 
confinement:  the  words  are,  "  of  any  insane  person  con- 
fined in  any  asylum/'  and  it  is  admitted,  that  under 
that  statute  an  order  could  not  have  been  made  after  a 
lunatic  had  been  discharged;  but  the  present  question 
arises  under  the  8  &  9  Vict  c  126,  s.  58:  there  the 
words  are  "  confined  or  ordered  to  be  confined."  The 
justices  may  inquire  into  the  settlement  "  at  any  time," 
by  sect  58,  and  the  primary  liability  of  maintaining  the 
pauper  is  thrown  on  the  parish  sending  him,  by  sect  57, 
and  not  on  the  county.  The  stat  12  &  13  Vict  a  103, 
shews,  that  it  was  not  intended  to  increase  the  bur- 
then upon  the  parish  sending  the  pauper  to  the  asy- 
limi;  because,  by  sect  6,  the  expenses  are  thrown  upon 
the  whole  union,  where  the  pauper  lunatic  would  have 
been  irremovable  under  9  &  10  Vict  c  66.  The  words 
''  ordered  to  be  confined  "  are  not  intended  to  describe 
the  status  of  the  person,  but  include  any  person  who  has 
been  confined  in  that  character.  A  similar  interpreta- 
tion has  been  put  upon  similar  words  in  9  &  10  Yict 
c  66:  Reffina  y.  Christchwrckia). 

As  to  the  second  point — It  is  submitted,  that  the 
words  "  incurred  within  twelve  calendar  months,''  do 
not  override  the  whole  of  the  sentence,  but  are  confined 
to  *'  the  monies  paid  by  the  treasurer,''  &c. ;  otherwise, 
if  the  settlement  were  not  ascertained  for  two  or  three 
years,  the  parish  sending  the  pauper  might  recover  the 
expense  of  keeping  him  for  twelve  calendar  months,  but 
would  not  be  able  to  recover  the  expense  of  sending  him 
to  the  asylum. 

{a)  Ante,  p.  320. 


BixnoH. 
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HtMleston,  contrli. — ^This  case  will  be  decided  upon        1849. 
the  words  of  the  stat  8  &  9  Vict  a  126,  s.  68,  which     1    1    ^ 
only  gives  the  justices  power  to  inquire  into  the  set-  y- 

tlement  of  a  pauper  lunatic  confined,  or  ordered  to  be  Woltxa- 
confined  in  an  asylum.  There  is  no  allegation,  either 
in  the  order  of  sessions  or  in  the  order  of  the  justices, 
that  this  pauper  had  been  "  ordered  to  be  confined ;"  but 
it  is  not  necessary  to  have  recourse  to  that,  because  it 
is  submitted,  that  the  clear  intention  is,  that  the  parish 
sending  the  pauper  shall  get  an  order  for  the  expenses 
after  the  pauper  has  been  ordered  to  be  confined,  and 
before  he  has  got  into  actual  confinement,  or  during  the 
time  that  he  is  confined.  In  a  common  case  of  removal, 
the  parish  who  has  maintained  a  pauper  cannot  recover 
the  expenses  unless  they  apply  for  an  order  while  he  is 
chargeable.  It  is  said  that  the  intention  was  to  relieve 
the  parish  sending  a  pauper  to  an  asylum ;  but  that  may 
be  done  under  8  &  9  Vict,  c  126,  s.  57,  for  he  is  only  to 
be  maintained  at  the  expense  of  that  parish  until  his 
settlement  is  ascertained,  or  until  it  is  adjudged  that 
his  settlement  cannot  be  ascertained;  in  which  case, 
under  sect  59^  he  is  made  chargeable  to  the  county.  [He 
was  here  stopped  by  the  Court] 

CoLE&iDQE,  J.  (a). — I  agree  that  we  are  to  determine 
this  case  on  the  words  of  the  statute,  giving  to  them  a 
fair  and  reasonable  construction.  The  question  de- 
pends upon  the  stat.  8  &  9  Vict  c.  126,  s.  58.  It  seems 
to  me,  that  if  it  depended  upon  the  word  "  confined,'' 
the  order  could  not  be  supported;  but  the  words  "  or- 
dered to  be  confined''  are  somewhat  different  The 
question  is,  if  the  justices  have  only  the  power  to  make 
an  order  adjudicating  the  settlement  of  a  pauper  luna- 
tic who  has  been  ordered  to  be  confined,  and  before  the 
order^has  been  carried  into  effect;  or  whether  they  have 

(a)  Lord  Jknman^  0.  J.,  was  absent  on  account  of  illnesB. 
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184&.         always  the  power,  in  the  case  of  a  person  who  has  once 


TheQciB 


\ 


been  ordered  to  be  confined  ?  As  in  law  there  can  be 
no  limitation  in  point  of  time,  if  they  hare  the  power 
for  one  day  after  he  has  been  discharged,  they  would 
have  it  twenty  years  afterwards.  I  think  that  the 
words  "  ordered  to  be  confined"  must  apply  to  a  per- 
son in  respect  of  whom  an  order  for  confinement  has 
been  made,  and  before  that  order  has  been  carried  into 
effect  As  to  the  second  point,  I  think,  if  it  were  ne- 
cessary to  decide  it,  that  Mr.  Paahley  has  put  the  right 
construction  upon  it. 

WiGBTHAN,  J. — This  qoestion  must  be  determined 
upon  the  meaning  of  the  words  "  ordered  to  be  con- 
fined." It  is  said  that  an  adjudication  of  settlement 
may  be  made  after  a  pauper  has  ceased  to  be  charge- 
able ;  but  I  think  that  the  meaning  of  those  words  is 
limited  to  a  person  who  is  ordered  to  be  confined  at  the 
time  of  the  investigation  into  his  settlement 

Erlb,  J. — The  question  is,  if  the  justices  have  power 
to  adjudicate  the  settlement  of  a  pauper  lunatic  after 
he  has  been  discharged  from  an  asylum.  The  descrip- 
tion in  the  statute  is,  "confined,  or  ordered  to  be  con- 
fined;" and  these  qualities  must  exist  at  the  time  when 
the  justices  enter  into  the  examination.  Here  it  ap- 
pears that  he  had  been  confined,  but  that  does  not  bring 
him  within  the  words  of  the  Act  The  statute,  by  the 
words  "  ordered  to  be  confined,"  contemplated  the  case 
of  a  pauper  lunatic  for  whose  confinement  an  order  has 
been  made,  and  before  the  order  has  been  carried  into 
effect  If  discharged,  he  is  not  a  pauper  lunatic  con- 
fined, nor  ordered  to  be  confined.  The  facts,  then,  to 
give  jurisdiction,  did  not  exist  at  the  time  of  the  in- 
quiry ;  and  therefore  the  order  must  be  quashed. 

Orders  quashed 
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1849. 

The  Queen  v,  Ikoham  and  Tennakt,  Esquires,  Justices       Nov.  24. 

of  the  West  Riding. 


p 


ASHLEY  in  Trinity  Term  last  had  obtained  a  rule  ^nx^ 


an  in- 


calling  upon  Theophilus  Hastings  Ingham  and  John  ???f^f"  T" 
Robert  Tennant,  Esquires,  two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  ticet  agaimt  a 
of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  West  Riding  of  the  county  J^^and  oti 
of  York,  to  shew  cause  why  a  writ  of  mandamus  should  {J^J^^^JJJJ 
not  issue  directed  to  them,  commanding  them  to  pro-  Pj*™^.^"^ 

'  ^  '^         plaintiff  in  a 

ceed  as  by  adjournment  and  hear  the  evidence  upon  an  snit  in  the  Bo- 
information  exhibited  before  them  on  the  28th  May  last  court  at  Toik 

jury,  alleged  to  have  been  committed  by  her  on  the  26th  perjury  waa  al- 

j^  Icflwd  to  nATO 

October,  1848,  before  Joseph  Buckle,  Esquire,  the  exa-  been  commit- 
miner  and  deputy  registrar  of  the  Ecclesiastical  and  Pre-  dence  ^ven 
rotative  Court  at  York,  in  a  certain  suit  there  and  then  P  *!^*  ■^^,  *• 

^    ^  ^        '  ^  juftices  m  their 

pending  between  William  Preston  Baldwin  and  the  Rev.  diaciwtion  re- 
Richard  Milner  and  John  Brown,  and  to  adjudicate  with  the  in- 
upon  the  said  information.  ^^dd^bat 

He  moved  upon  an  affidavit  made  by  the  attorney  for  ^^  Court 

^   *  ^  ^  would  not  com- 

the  prosecution,  which  stated  that  on  Friday,  the  25th  pel  them  hy 
of  May  1849,  W.  P.  Baldwin  laid  an  information  upon 
oath  before  Mr.  Ingham  against  Margaret  Brown,  for 
perjury  committed  in  the  Ecclesiastical  and  Prerogative 
Court  at  York,  in  a  certain  suit  there  depending,  touch- 
ing the  validity  of  the  will  of  one  John  Baldwin,  de- 
ceased; that  Mr.  Ingham  thereupon  received  the  in- 
formation, and  issued  his  warrant,  and  caused  the  said 
Margaret  Brown  to  be  brought  before  him  and  Mr.  Ten- 
nant  on  the  28th  May,  to  answer  the  charge ;  that,  on  that 
day  the  deponent  attended,  with  fifteen  witnesses,  and 
that  Margaret  Brown  was  there  also;  that  Mr.  Buckle 
proved  that  the  evidence  alleged  to  be  falsely  sworn  in 
the  Ecclesiastical  Court  by  the  said  Margaret  Brown, 
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1848.  was  l^ally  taken  on  oath^  and  by  competent  authority; 
that  Mr.  Ingham  then  asked  Mr.  Buckle  in  what  state 
the  proceedings  were,  and  that  Mr.  Buckle  informed  him 
that  the  suit  would  have  proceeded  to  sentence  had  the 
said  W.  P.  Baldwin  not  excepted  to  the  credit  of  the  said 
Margaret  Brown,  and  that  he  did  not  see  how  her  evi- 
dence could  again  be  required;  that  Mr.  Ingham  then 
said,  '^  It  seems  a  delicate  thing  to  interfere  in  a  matter 
pending,  and  on  which  a  decision  will  have  to  be  pro- 
nounced by  another  court;"  and  that  the  justices  there- 
upon refused  to  proceed  further  with  the  case. 

Overend  now  shewed  cause,  and  used  an  afELdavit  by 
Mr.  Ingham,  in  which  he  stated  "  that  he  believed  that 
it  would  have  been  contrary  to  public  policy,  and  pre- 
judicial to  the  due  and  fair  administration  of  justice  in 
the  said  suit,  if  they  had  then  and  there  proceeded  to 
adjudicate  upon  the  matter  of  the  said  information.^' 
The  justices  exercised  a  discretion  in  this  matter,  and 
this  Court  wiU  not  interfere.  In  Rex  v.  ^«A6um(a), 
where  it  was  stated  that  it  was  the  uniform  practice  of 
the  late  recorder  of  London,  Mr.  Knowlys,  never  to  try 
a  case  of  perjury  while  the  cause  out  of  which  it  arose 
was  undetermined,  Parke^  R,  ordered  the  trial  for  per- 
jury to  be  postponed  until  the  rule  for  the  new  trial  in 
the  civil  action  had  been  argued.  That  is  a  good  guide 
for  the  justices  in  petty  sessions.  If  these  proceedings 
were  gone  on  with,  the  witness  might  be  convicted  of 
perjury,  and  then,  if  she  were  wanted  again  to  give  evi- 
dence in  the  suit  at  York,  her  testimony  would  be 
shaken,  and  so  the  prosecutor,  who  is  the  plaintiff  in 
the  suit,  has  a  direct  interest  in  getting  her  convicted. 
The  justices  have  no  cognisance  of  the  offence  of  perjuiy 
at  common  law.    [He  was  here  stopped  by  the  Ck)urt] 

(a)  8  C.  &  P.  60. 
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PaMetfy  in  sapport  of  the  rale. — ^The  justices  had,  no        i849. 
doubt,  a  discretion  to  discharge  the  woman  after  hearing     xhe  Qvnir 
the  evidence,  but  they  had  no  right  absolutely  to  refuse  ^* 

to  hear  a  criminal  charge,  when  regularly  brought  be* 
fore  thenL  Thecaseof  i2ea;  Y.Ashbum{a),  as  cited,  only 
shews  that  the  trial  of  the  indictment  may  be  postponed; 
but,  from  a  note  which  appears  in  that  case,  it  is  an  au- 
thority in  favour  of  this  application ;  for  there  the  rule 
for  a  new  trial  was  enlarged  by  Mr.  Justice  LitUedcUe,  in 
order  that  the  indictment  might  be  tried  before  the  rule 
was  argued.     The  affidavits  in  answer  do  not  vary  any 
material  fact  on  which  this  rule  was  obtained.    This  is 
a  jurisdiction  vested  in  the  justices  by  sect  17  of  the 
Stat  11  &  12  Vict  c.  42.      The  inquiry  in  the  Eccle- 
siastical Court  is  immaterial  to  the  question  of  the  per- 
jury now  charged.   There  is  no  authority  as  to  the  prac- 
tice in  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts;  but  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery always  desires  that  a  prosecution  for  perjury,  in- 
stituted against  a  person  who  has  deposed  in  the  suit, 
shall  proceed  pending  the  suit:  FeU  v.  Chcmberlain(b)y 
Earl  Vemey  v.  Macnamara  (c).    In  Stratford  v.  Oreen  (d) 
Lord  Manners  said  it  was  matter  of  right,  and  in  fur- 
therance of  public  justice,  to  grant  an  application  to  take 
an  answer  of  the  defendant  off  the  file,  in  order  to  prefer 
an  indictment  for  perjury  against  him.     To  postpone  all 
inquiry  into  the  crime  till  the  end  of  the  suit  pending 
in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  is  to  give  impunity  to  offences. 
Great  inconvenience  ensues  when  such  criminal  charges 
are  preferred  in  the  first  instance  before  a  grand  jury; 
the  course  of  modem  practice  and  legislation  shows  that 
the  public  preliminary  inquiry  should  be  made. 

CoiiESiDGE,  J.  (e). — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  must 

(a)  8  C.  A  P.  60.  (Irish). 

{b)  Dick.  484.  (e)  Lord  Denmany  C.  J.,  was 

(c)  1  Brown,  419,  and  note.  absent  on  account  of  illness,  and 

Id)  I  Ball  &  Beatty,  294,  Tf^A^man,  J.,  had  left  the  Court. 
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1849.  be  discharged.  The  question  is,  whether  the  justices, 
having  exercised  an  honest  discretion,  we  shall  saj  that 
they  are  wrong,  and  compel  them  bj  mandamus  to  pro- 
ceed? There  is  abundant  reason  to  shew  that  the  course 
pursued  by  the  justices  was  the  best  and  most  oonye- 
nient  There  was  a  suit  pending  in  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court  at  York,  and  certain  evidence  had  been  given  by 
a  witness.  An  application  was  then  made  to  the  jus- 
tices by  a  party  to  the  suit,  to  commit  that  witness  for 
peijuiy  alleged  to  have  been  committed  in  the  evidence 
she  had  given  in  the  suit.  I  think  that  the  motive  must 
have  been  to  defeat  the  ends  of  justice,  and  to  preju- 
dice the  mind  of  the  judge  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court 
We  do  not  prevent  the  witness  being  tried.  We  only 
say,  that  we  will  not  compel  the  justices  to  proceed 
against  their  discretion. 

Erle,  J. — 1  think  that  the  justices  had  jurisdiction 
to  exercise  a  discretion  in  this  matter.  There  was  a 
suit  pending,  and  it  was  to  the  interest  of  one  of  the 
parties  that  the  credit  of  a  witness  should  be  damaged. 
The  justices  might  fairly  suppose,  that,  entering  upon 
the  inquiry  at  the  present  time  might  wrongfully  pre- 
judice the  suit  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  and  that  the 
inquiry  ought  to  be  postponed  until  the  suit  was  finally 
determined.  The  parties  may  still  go  before  the  grand 
jury  and  prefer  a  bill;  but  I  think  that  there  is  no 
ground  for  saying  that  the  justices  are  to  be  denied  that 
discretion  which  they  have  exercised  in  this  case. 

Rule  refused. 


o 
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1849. 

The  QuBBK  t;.  The  Inhabitants  of  Basingstokb.  Nw.  26. 

N  appeal  by  the  inhabitants  of  Wootton  St  Lawrence,  where  a 


in  the  county  of  Southampton,  a^nst  an  order  for  the  g^,^^  ^  ^ 


removal  of  certain  paupers  from  the  parish  of  Basing-  J""'  ^^^ 
stoke  to  the  parish  of  Wootton  St  Lawrence,  the  sessions  and  ^  ^"^'^ 
quashed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  the  cue  into 
upon  a  special  case  which  was  stated,  and  the  proceed-  ^  i^^i^^ 
inirs  removed  into  this  Court  by  certiorari    The  case  ^^>  i®*®'.  '^P?^ 

®  .  x^  .  .  an  affidavit  of 

standing  in  the  Crown  Paper,  Massey,  in  this  term,  ob-  service  of  notice 
tained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  prosecutors  of  the  writ  to  ^^^u^hy* 
shew  cause  why  it  should  not  be  quashed.  rf!^^  bd 

It  appeared  by  the  affidavits,  that  the  certiorari  waa  ^»«a  made,  and 

a  rule  nisi  for 

granted  on  an  affidavit  by  Charles  Shebbeare,  attorney  quashing  the 
for  the  respondents,  dated  December  4,  1848,  stating  ^om  wasX 
that  he  did,  on  December  2, 1848,  personally  serve  John  ^^  ^f"*** 
Lucius  Dampier  and  William  Nevill,  Esquires,  two  of  her  Oj^ay  8),  and 
Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  county  of  the  certiorari 
Southampton,  with  a  copy  of  the  notice  hereunto  an-  ^^]^Ve 
nexed,  by  delivering  a  true  copy  to  each;  and  that  the  '^^^ 
said  John  Lucius  Dampier  and  William  Nevill  were  application 

1  1  •  ^    T  .to  quash  the 

present  at  the  general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  m  certiorari  might 
and  for  the  said  county  of  Southampton,  when  the  ap-  ^^^"£1^^, 
peal  mentioned  in  the  said  notice  was  heard,  and  were  ing.ti^t  no 

notice  had  heen 

and  are  two  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  ^ven  to  two 

.      t  3  i_    /•  1  j.i_  3  f         •  justices  hefore 

county,  by  and  before  whom  the  orders  of  sessions  men-  '^iiom  the  ap- 
tioned  in  the  said  notice  were  made;  and  that  the  ori-  P®^T^  ^^^ 

'  ^  as  stated  m  the 

ginal  order  of  the  justices  mentioned  in  the  said  notice  affidavit  on 

i-irm  •  /•■n  ^m-r-r        which  the  writ 

was  quashed.    The  notice  was  as  follows: — ''To  J.  L.  wasmnted; 
Dampier  and  W.  Nevill,  Esquires,  two  of  her  Majesty's  ^plication, 
justices  assigned  to  hear  and  determine  divers  felonies,  5J!!Jf^ 
trespasses,  and  other  misdemeanors  committed  within  Tenn,  1849, 
the  county  of  Southampton:  Take  notice,  that  application 
will  be  made  to  the  Right  Hon.  Thomas  Lord  Denman, 

VOL.  III.  0  0  0  N.  s.  0. 
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1849.        Chief  Justice  of  her  Majesty's  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  or 
The  QuBEH     *^  ^^^^  other  judge  as  may  be  at  his  chambers  in  Rolls' 
?•  Gardens,  Chancery-lane,  on  Monday,  December  11,  on 

BiJBiirasTOKs.  behalf  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  parish  of  Basingstoke,  in 
the  county  of  Southampton,  for  a  writ  of  certiorari  to 
remove  into  the  said  Court  all  and  singular  orders  made 
by  the  keepers  of  the  peace  and  justices  in  and  for  the 
said  county  of  Southampton,  or  some  of  them,  at  the 
general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  holden  at  Win- 
chester in  and  for  the  said  county,  on  or  about  June 
26th  last,  upon  an  appeal  between  the  churchwardens 
,  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  ef  Wootton 
St.  Lawrence  in  the  said  county,  appellants,  and  the 
churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish 
of  Basingstoke,  respondents,  touching  an  on^nal  order 
of  two  justices  for  the  removal  of  Stephen  Oliver  and 
Martha  his  wife  and  their  child  Mary  from  the  said 
parish  of  Basingstoke  to  the  said  parish  of  Wootton  St 
Lawrence;  at  which  said  quarter  sessions,  at  the  time 
of  the  making  of  the  said  order  of  sessions,  you  the  said 
J.  L.  Dampier  and  W.  Nevill,  Esquires,  respectively  were 
present,  and  then  and  there  acted  as  such  justices,  and 
upon  the  hearing  of  which  appeal  the  said  original 
«i  order  was  quashed,  subject  to  a  case  for  the  opinion  of 
the  said  Court  of  Queen's  Bench. — ^Dated  the  1st  day  of 
December,  1848.  (Signed),  Shebbeare  &  Sons,  attorneys 
for  the  inhabitants  of  the  parish  of  Basingstoke." 

The  rule  nisi  to  quash  the  order  of  sessions  was  dated 
May  8,  1849  (Easter  Term).  It  did  not  appear  by  the 
aj£davits  on  either  side,  at  what  time  the  return  to  the 
writ  of  certiorari  had  been  made;  but  it  was  denied  by 
the  affidavits  in  support  of  the  rule,  that  Mr.  W.  Nevill 
was,  in  point  of  fact,  present  at  the  hearing  or  decision 
of  the  appeal  The  ground  of  motion  was,  that  notice 
had  not  been  given,  as  required  by  13  Gteo.  2,  c.  18,  &  5, 
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to  two  of  the  justices  by  whom  the  order  of  sessions 
was  made  (a). 


1849. 


The  QuBEH 

V. 

Inhabitanta  of 

Oreemoood  and  Povlden  shewed  cause  (6). — The  affi-  Basihostou. 
davit  on  which  the  writ  was  issued  positively  states  that 
Mr.  Nevill  was  present  when  the  appeal  was  heard,  and 
was  one  of  the  justices  by  and  before  whom  the  order 
of  sessions  was  mada  The  judge,  then,  who  granted 
the  certiorari,  had  jurisdiction  to  grant  it;  and  it  is  sub- 
mitted, that  this  Court  wiU  not  try  the  question  upon 
affidavits  as  to  whether  Mr.  Nevill  was  present  [They 
then  proceeded  to  argue  upon  the  facts,  as  stated  in  the 
affidavits,  that  the  balance  of  probability  was,  that  Mr. 
Nevill  was  present] 

This  application  is  too  late ;  the  case  has  been  put 
down  in  the  Crown  Paper,  and  has  been  settled  by  the 
counsel  on  both  sides,  and  the  parties  will  not  be  al- 
lowed to  make  this  application  now.  In  Regvna  v.  i2a^ 
tidcm  (c),  PoiUeaon,  J.,  says,  that  he  will  not  decide  that 
in  all  cases  this  motion  may  be  made  after  any  lapse  of 
time.     The  cases  which  are  relied  upon  on  the  other 


(a)  13  Geo.  2,  c.  18, 8.5,  enacts, 
^'thatno  writ  of  certiorari  shall  be 
granted,  issued  forth,  or  allowed, 
to  remove  any  conyiction,  judg- 
ment, order,  or  other  proceed- 
ings had  or  made  by  or  before 
any  justice  or  justices  of  the 
peace  of  any  county,  city,  bo- 
roughy  town  corporate,  or  liber- 
ty, or  the  respectiye  general  or 
quarter  sessions  thereof,  unless 
sudi  certiorari  be  moved  or  ap- 
plied for  within  six  calendar 
months  next  after  such  convic- 
tion, judgment,  order,  or  other 
proceedings,  shall  be  so  had  or 
made,  and  unless  it  be  duly 
proved  upon  oath,  that  the  said 


party  or  parties  suing  forth  the 
same  hath  or  have  given  six  days* 
notice  thereof  in  writing  to  the 
justice  or  justices,  or  to  two  of 
them  (if  so  many  there  be)  by 
and  before  whom  such  convic- 
tion, judgment,  order,  or  other 
proceeding  shall  be  so  had  or 
made,  to  the  end  that  such  jus- 
tice or  justices,  or  the  parties 
therein  concerned,  may  shew 
cause,  if  he  or  they  shall  so  think 
fit,  against  the  issuing  or  grant- 
ing such  certiorari. 

(b)  Before  Erie,  J.,  in  the  Bail 
Court. 

(c)  5  Dowl.  P.  C.  639. 


0  0  C  2 


696  NEW  SESSIONS  CASES, 

1849.        side  ftre  all  cases  in  which  some  defect  existed  in  the 

TheQuxBx     fi-^davit  on  which  the  certiorari  was  granted     In  Re- 

,  ,  ,  .*•  gina  v.  Cartworth(a)y  the  affidavit  did  not  state  that  the 

InhaUtanto  of   V       .  i  ,  .  ,11 

BAsurGflTouL  justices  upon  whom  the  notice  was  served  had  been 
present  when  the  order  was  made.  In  Regina  v.  OH- 
terdike  (b),  the  arguments  and  the  decision  turned  up- 
on the  sufficiency  of  the  affidavit  before  the  judge  who 
granted  the  certiorari;  so,  in  Regina  v.  Darixm  (c),  where 
the  affidavit  only  stated  that  the  justices  to  whom  the 
notice  was  given  were  present  at  the  sessions,  Pattesofiy 
J.,  held  that  it  was  bad,  on  the  ground  that  it  omitted 
to  state  that  they  were  present  at  the  time  the  appeal 
was  heard  and  decided.  In  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of 
Herefordshire  (c2),  the  argument  took  place  on  the  mo- 
tion for  issuing  the  certiorari,  and  no  expense  had  been 
incurred :  here  the  affidavit  is  complete. 

Crowder  and  Maseeyy  contrk. — It  is  clear  from  the 
affidavits  that  Mr.  Neville  was  not  present  when  this 
appeal  was  heard.  [Erie,  J. — I  think  it  must  be  so 
taken,  and  also  that  Rex  v.  Ratte8law(e)  decides  that 
affidavits  may  be  used  on  a  motion  of  this  kind,  to  shew 
that  the  affidavit  on  which  the  writ  was  granted  is 
false;  but  then  there  ought  to  be  a  prompt  application.] 
That  argument  has  always  been  used;  but  it  is  submit- 
ted, that  if  notice  has  not  been  given  to  the  proper  par- 
ties, it  is  never  too  late  to  make  the  application.  In 
Rex  V.  The  Justices  of  Sussex  (f),  Lord  EUenborough^ 
C.  J.,  decided,  that  a  strict  interpretation  ought  to  be 
put  upon  the  statute;  and  there  is  no  authority  to  shew 
that  time  can  bar  the  application.  It  does  not  appear 
when  the  return  was  made.  [ErU,  J. — ^That  will  ap- 
pear by  the  proceedings.]     In  Regina,  v.  Garthwor(h{g) 

(a)  6  Q,  B.  R.  201.  («)  6  Dowl.  P.  C.  639. 

Ih)  Id.  207.  (Z^)  1  M.  &  S.  734. 

(c)  2  DowL  t  L.  492.  {g)  6  Q.  B.  R.  201. 
(<0  1  New  SeB8.  Oas.  413,  (n). 
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the  return  was  made  December  23,  1842,  and  the  rule        i849. 
to  quash  the  writ  was  not  moved  for  till  Michaelmas     ^A^^j^ 
Term,  1843.    Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  there  says,  "  If  the    ,,,.*• 

.    '  .  ,  '  '  .  Inhabtants  of 

notice  of  certiorari  was  served  upon  wrong  parties,  the    BAsmoeTOKx. 

matter  is  open  for  ever/'    In  Regina  v.  RaUidawici)^ 

the  return  was  made  on  October  18, 1836,  and  the  rule 

to  quash  appears  not  to  have  been  moved  until  Easter 

Term,  1837.     That  casewas  decided  on  the  authority  of 

Rex  V.  NicoUsQ})',  and  Patteson,  J.,  says,  "that  it  is 

clear  that  the  objection  was  taken  in  Rex  v.  NicoUsy 

that  the  motion  was  made  too  late/' 

Cur.  adv.  vult         , 

Eble,  J.,  now  gave  judgment — As  this  rule  for  quash- 
ing a  certiorari  is  disposed  of  on  account  of  the  delay, 
the  dates  are  material  The  case  was  granted  at  the 
sessions  in  June,  1848;  the  certiorari  was  issued  in  De- 
cember, 1848,  on  an  affidavit  of  due  service  of  notice 
on  two  magistrates,  sworn  to  have  been  present  at  the 
time  the  order  was  made;  the  rule  nisi  to  quash  the 
order  of  sessions  is  dated  the  8th  May,  in  Easter  Term, 
1849;  the  return  to  the  certiorari  being  filed  nearly  at 
the  same  time;  the  present  rule  to  quash  the  certiorari 
on  affidavits  denying  the  presence  of  one  of  those  ma- 
gistrates, was  issued  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1849.  Upon 
these  dates,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  must  be  dis- 
charged. The  proceedings  are  apparently  regular;  and  if 
a  preliminary  fact,  affirmed  on  one  side,  is  intended  to 
be  denied  by  the  other,  the  objection  should  be  taken 
promptly,  both  for  the  sake  of  truth,  while  the  matter 
is  fresh  in  recollection,  and  for  the  sake  of  saving  waste 
in  preparing  for  argument,  and  also  because  the  objec- 
tion, when  taken  by  one  of  the  litigant  parties,  is  wholly 
beside  the  merits:  the  notice  having  been  required  for 

(a)  5  DowL  P.  C.  639.  (i)  6  T.  R.  281,  n. 
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1849.        the  sake  of  the  magisbates,  and  it  being  improbable 

^^X^^    that  the  magistrates^  who  granted  a  case  in  sessioiu^ 

,,,.•■       ,   should  out  of  BesaioQS  desire  to  prevent  it  from  beinir 
Inhahitantj  of  .  ,  J.  .  ,  .         ,  \^ 

Bianomou.   heard.     It  IS  not  necessary  to  denne  within  what  tune 

the  objection  may  be  taken;  but  when  a  whole  term 

has  elapsed  without  objection,  af^  the  case  has  been 

brought  up,  the  preliminary  facts  must  be  taken  to  be 

admitted,  and  the  application  is  then  too  late. 

Role  diacha^d,  without  costs. 
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(Etourt  of  (EtrimtnaL  Appeal. 
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The  Queen  v.  William  Marsh  and  James  Bell  Lord.        jvbv.  20. 

X  HE  prisoners  were  indicted  at  the  York  Summer  An  indictment 
Assizes,  1849,  before  Wigktman,  J.,  for  attempting  to  i^gfeudJ"^ 
defraud  an  Insurance  Company,  called  "  The  Agricul-  ^^^^^^ 
turist  Cattle  Insurance  Company/'     Upon  the  trial,  CattielMurance 
Lord  was  acquitted,  and  Marsh  found  guilty  upon  the  of  money,  withj 
fifth  count  of  the  indictment    That  count  was  as  fol-  ^^^e^^^o 

lows : "^^  Cattle  In- 

soianoe  Com- 

'^  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  pany,  was  held 
do  further  present  that  the  said  William  Marsh  and  judgment,  for 
James  Bell  Lord,  on  the  said  28th  October,  1848,  with  fot  alleging  that 

'  '  '  the  attempt  WBf 

force  and  arms  at  the  said  parish  of  Wadworth,  in  the  ^  commit  an 

indictable  of- 

said  county  of  York,  did  unlawAilly  attempt  and  en-  fence,  and  for 
deavour  fraudulently,  falsely,  and  unlawfully  to  obtain  ^homX^mo- 
from  the  Agriculturist  Cattle  Insurance  Company  a  ncy  belonged, 
large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  22Z.  10&,  with 
intent  thereby  then  and  there  to  cheat  and  defraud  the 
said  Agriculturist  Cattle  Insurance  Company;  against 
the  form  of  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided, 
and  against  the  peace  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen,  her 
crown  and  dignity." 

The  fraud  complained  of  was  the  making  a  false 
claim  in  the  name  of  Marsh  upon  the  company,  in  re- 
spect of  an  alleged  loss  of  a  horse  of  Marsh's  by  disease, 
which  had  been  insured  by  him,  with  other  stock,  by 
a  policy  with  the  company.     The  policy  was  between 
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1849.  three  of  the  directors  of  the  Agriculturist  Cattle  In- 
IDieQuEwr  surance  Company  of  the  one  part,  and  William  Marsh 
^,  V*  of  the  other  part,  and  was  against  the  loss  of  the  ani- 

mals  insured  "  hj  death  arising  from  disease  or  acci- 
dent, not  fraudulently  or  carelessly  occasioned,  except 
loss  happening  from  glanders  or  castration,  by  stock 
stolen,  maliciously  or  feloniously  houghed,  maimed, 
slaughtered,  poisoned,  or  injured  or  destroyed  by  fire, 
or  any  invasion,  foreign  enemy,  or  civil  or  military 
commotion  whatever."  Certain  conditions  were  in- 
dorsed upon  the  policy,  and  amongst  them  the  fol- 
lowing:—"That  the  illness,  accident,  or  death  of  an 
animal  be  not  caused  by  any  neglect  or  carelessness  of 
the  owner  or  those  in  his  employ,  or  by  ill-treatment, 
over  driving,  wilful  poisoning,  racing,  burning,  glan- 
ders, or  castration,  and  that  no  claims  will  be  paid  un- 
less the  carcass  be  seen  by  the  inspector/'  The  policy 
had  no  stamp;  and  it  was  contended,  for  the  prisoners, 
that  it  could  not  be  received  in  evidence  without  a 
stamp.  The  objection  was  overruled,  and  it  was  re- 
ceived on  the  ground  that  it  was  one  of  the  instru- 
ments by  which  it  was  intended  to  effect  the  alleged 
fraud. 

The  false  claim  was  in  writing,  signed  by  Marsh  and 
attested  by  Lord.  Proof  was  given  of  their  hand- 
writing; but  it  was  contended  for  the  prisoner  Marsh, 
that  the  other  prisoner  Lord,  being  the  attesting  wit^ 
ness,  should  be  called  as  a  witness  for  the  prosecution. 
This  objection,  however,  also  was  overruled;  the  writ- 
ten claim  was  received  upon  proof  of  the  handwriting 
of  the  prisoners,  without  calling  Lord  as  a  witness. 

The  registration  of  the  company  under  the  7  &  8  Vict 
a  116,  by  the  title  of  "  The  Agriculturist  Cattle  In- 
surance Company,"'  dated  1st  September,  1845,  was  put 
in  and  read.  It  appeared  that  the  company  had  a  deed 
of  settlement,  which  was  not  produced. 


V. 

Mabsh« 
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It  was  contended  for  the  prisoners,  that  the  company  1849. 
could  not  be  described  as  such,  nor  by  their  name  of  q^  quekh 
registration^  in  an  indictment;  that  their  name  could 
only  be  shewn  by  their  deed  of  settlement;  that  they 
only  became  a  company  under  the  7  &  8  Vict  c.  110, 
from  the  date  of  the  certificate,  and  the  certificate  was 
not  proved.  These  objections  were  also  overruled.  The 
prisoner  Marsh  being  convicted  on  the  fifth  count,  a 
motion  was  made  in  arrest  of  judgment,  on  the  ground 
that  that  count  did  not  shew  any  offence  in  law. 

The  learned  judge  reserved  the  following  questions 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Court: — 1.  Whether  the  judg- 
ment on  the  fifth  count  ought  to  be  arrested.  2.  And 
if  not,  whether  the  objections  taken  at  the  trial,  or  any 
of  them,  ought  to  have  prevailed. 

Bliss  now  (a)  appeared  for  the  prisoner  Marsh. — 
There  are  two  objections  to  the  fifth  count,  on  which 
the  prisoner  is  found  guilty.  First,  the  indictment  does 
not  sufficiently  state  that  the  attempt  was  to  commit 
an  indictable  offence.  It  is  not  sufficient  to  state  that 
he  attempted  falsely  and  fraudulently  to  obtain  from 
the  company  a  sum  of  money  with  intent  to  defraud 
the  company:  2  East  P.  C.  818;  Bex  v.  Wheatly(b),  Rex 
V.  M(ts(m{c),  Rex  v.  Lara(d),  Starkie's  Cr.  PL  95.  Next, 
The  indictment  does  not  state  to  whom  the  money  be- 
longed: Regina  v.  Martin(e\  Regina  v.  Nort(m{f). 

No  one  appeared  for  the  prosecution. 

PoLLOGKy  G  B. — ^We  think  that  the  objections  are  well 

founded. 

Judgment  arrested. 

(a)  November  20,  1849.    Co-  (c)  2  T.  R.  581. 
ram  Pollack,  C.  B.,  Parke,  B.,  {d)  6  T.  R,  565. 
PatteMny  Wiff/Uman,  and  Tal-  (e)  8  A.  <Sr  £.  481. 
fourd,  Js.  (/)  8  C.  dr  P.  196. 

(b)  2  Burr.  1125. 
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1849. 

Nw.  20.  The  Queen  u  William  Thwstle. 

No  fabaequent  X  HE  prisoner,  William  Thristle,  was  indicted  at  the 

^SittdTbya  Worcestershire  quarter  sessions,  16th  October,  1849,  for 

SSSw^TiT^  stealing  one  watch,  the  property  of  Robert  Wanen.    It 

thefint  in-  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  prosecutor,  in  February, 

•taiioe  without        ^^  ,  .  .  '^  .        ,  ,,  V 

anjanimiu  for    1848,  met  the  pnsoner,  who  was  a  watchmaker  at  Hal- 
j^Jnti  law^    "veixn.    The  prosecutor  asked  the  prisoner  if  he  was  going 

as  far  as  the  prosecutor's  house.  The  prisoner  said  yes, 
if  the  prosecutor  had  anything  for  him.  The  prosecu- 
tor said  his  watch  wanted  r^ulating,  if  prisoner  would 
calL  The  prisoner  went  to  the  prosecutor's  house,  and, 
after  examining  the  watch,  told  the  prosecutor  s  wife 
that  he  could  do  nothing  with  it  there,  but  must  take  it 
to  his  own  house,  and  would  return  it  in  two  or  three 
days.  Prosecutor  made  no  objection.  In  a  few  weeks 
afterwards  prisoner  left  the  neighbourhood  without  re- 
turning prosecutor's  watch,  and  it  was  not  aft^erwards 
heard  o£  The  prisoner,  on  being  taking  into  custody, 
said,  "  I  have  disposed  of  the  property,  and  it  is  impos- 
sible to  get  it  back."  The  jury  returned  a  verdict  of 
"  Guilty;"  but  the  chairman  being  of  opinion  that  there 
was  no  evidence  of  a  felonious  taking  when  the  prisoner 
first  took  the  watch  from  the  prosecutor's  house,  with 
the  knowledge  and  in  the  presence  of  the  prosecutor's 
wife;  and  entertaining  doubt  whether  the  prisoner's 
subsequent  appropriation  of  the  watch  could,  under  the 
circumstances  above  detailed,  constitute  larceny,  re- 
quested the  opinion  of  this  Court  as  to  the  correctness 
of  the  conviction  in  point  of  law. 

The  same  prisoner  was  also  indicted  at  the  same  ses- 
sons  for  stealing  one  watch,  the  property  of  the  pro- 
secutor Thomas  Reynolds.     It  appeared  in  evidence, 
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that  the  prisoner  received  from  the  prosecutor,  some  1849. 
time  in  January,  1848,  his  silver  watch  to  repair.  The  The  Quxnr 
prisoner  returned  it  to  the  prosecutor.  A  few  days  TnawfLi. 
after  the  prisoner  had  so  returned  it,  the  prosecutor 
told  the  prisoner  that  the  watch  gained.  The  prisoner 
said,  that,  if  the  prosecutor  would  let  him  have  it 
again,  he  would  regulate  it,  and  return  it  in  a  day  or 
two.  The  prosecutor  thereupon  gave  the  watch  to  the 
prisoner,  who  in  eight  or  nine  days  left  Malvern  with 
the  prosecutor's  watch  in  his  possession,  and  was  not 
again  heard  of  until  he  was  arrested  on  the  present 
charge,  some  time  afterwards.  The  prosecutor  was  un- 
able to  say  whether  he  had  paid  for  the  repairs  of  his 
watch  or  not,  but  stated  that  the  prisoner,  when  he  left 
Malvern,  had  other  affairs  of  the  prosecutor  on  hand, 
and  unfinished.  The  prisoner,  when  taken  into  custody, 
said,  "  I  have  disposed  of  the  property,  and  it  is  impos- 
sible to  get  it  back.^'  The  jury  found  a  verdict  of 
"  Guilty;"  but  the  chairman  being  of  opinion  that  there 
was  no  evidence  of  a  felonious  taking  on  the  part  of  the 
prisoner  when  he  received  the  watch  from  the  prose- 
cutor to  regulate  it,  and  entertaining  a  doubt  whether 
the  subsequent  departure  of  the  prisoner  from  Malvern, 
with  the  prosecutor's  watch  in  his  possession,  could,  un- 
der the  circumstances  above  detailed,  constitute  lar- 
ceny, requested  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  as  in  the 
former  case. 

No  counsel  appeared  on  either  side,  and  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  (a)  was  now  delivered  by 

Pollock,  C.  B. — In  these  cases  we  think  it  quite  clear 

(a)  ConBisting  of  Pollock,  0.  B.,  Fatteson,  J.,  Wiffhtman,  J.,  PkUt 
B.,  and  Talfourd,  J. 
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1849.        that,  as  there  was  no  animus  furandi  in  the  taking  in 
TheQumr     ^^^  ^^^  instance,  no  subsequent  appropriation  of  the 
*•  watches  by  the  prisoner  would  constitute  larceny. 

Convictions  reversed. 


^<w.  ^.  The  QuBBN  V.  Rowland  Qallbabs. 

An  indictment  -L  HE  prisoner,  Rowland  GuUears,  was  indicted  at  the 
^JB^J^P""  Shropshire  quarter  sessions,  2nd  July,  1849,  for  stealing 
stealing  "  a        «  one  ham,  of  the  value  of  1 0«.,  of  the  goods  and  chatteb 

ham,  yalne  10*.,  ,  .^^ 

of  thegoodaand  of  one  Thomas  Heigh  Way/'  When  the  case  for  the  pro- 
H.:"—  secution  was  closed,  it  was  objected,  for  the  prisoner, 

•n^mti^*  **  that  the  prisoner  could  not  be  convicted  of  felony,  in- 
peai^  that  the  asmuch  as  it  did  not  sufficiently  appear  by  the  indict- 
was  the  sabject-  ment  that  the  article  stolen  was  the  subject  of  larceny, 
^^  inasmuch  as,  for  anything  that  appeared  on  the  face  of 

the  indictment,  it  might  have  been  the  ham  of  an  ani- 
mal fer»  naturae — a  wild  boar  for  instance — ^which  had 
been  stolen.  The  Court  overruled  the  objection,  reserv- 
ing, on  the  application  of  the  prisoner's  counsel,  the 
above  question  of  law  for  the  consideration  of  the  judges. 
The  prisoner  was  found  "  guilty."  Whereup<m  the  court 
sentenced  the  prisoner  to  one  month's  imprisonment  in 
the  house  of  correction,  with  hard  labour,  but  respited 
the  execution  of  such  judgment  until  the  said  question 
had  been  decided;  and  the  court,  in  its  discretion,  did 
take  a  recognisance  of  bail  of  the  prisoner,  with  sure- 
ties, pursuant  to  the  statute. 

Henniker  now  (a)  appeared  for  the  prisoner. — The 

(a)  Noyember  20, 1849.  Before  Pollock^  0.  B.,  Pattuariy  J.,  Wight- 
man,  J.,  Plattf  B.,  and  Talfoufd,  J. 
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question  is,  whether  the  indictment  states  that  the  pri-  1849. 
soner  stole  that  which  is  necessarily  the  subject-matter 
of  larceny.  Animals  fersB  naturae  are  not  as  ferrets 
or  dogs,  before  the  late  statute;  and  there  is  nothing  to 
shew  that  the  ham  charged  in  this  indictment  was  the 
ham  of  an  animal  good  for  human  food.  In  Regina  y. 
Cox(a\  where  a  man  was  indicted  for  stealing  three 
eggs,  Tindalf  C.  J.,  directed  an  acquittal,  on  the  ground 
that,  for  aught  that  appeared  on  the  indictment,  they 
might  have  been  the  eggs  of  adders,  or  some  other  spe- 
cies of  eggs,  which  could  not  be  the  subject  of  larceny. 
That  argument  applies  here. 

No  one  appeared  for  the  prosecution. 

Pollock,  C.  R — ^I  think  that  the  caseof  i2e^zna  v.  Coa:(a) 
would  not  now  be  considered  as  law.  The  very  circum- 
stance of  cutting  the  animal  up  makes  it  property,  and 
we  have  no  doubt  that  the  conviction  is  perfectly  right 

Conviction  affirmed. 

(a)  Car.  A  Kir.  494. 


T 


» 

The  Queen  v.  John  Boulton.  ^^^  20. 

HE  prisoner  was  convicted  at  the  Yorkshire  Summer  A  nilway  ticket 
Assizes,  1849,  heforeWightman,  J.,  upon  the  sixth  count  JJjS^  ^^ 
of  an  indictment  charging  him  with  obtaining  by  false  "*™?i^^ 
pretences,  from  a  servant  of  the  Lancashire  and  York-  i,  c  29,  a.  58. 
shire  Railway  Company,  a  railway  ticket  of  the  com- 
pany for  a  journey  from  Bradford  to  Huddersfield,  by 
one  of  their  trains.     The  count  was  as  follows: — 

And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further 
present,  that  the  said  John  Boulton  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  11th 
day  of  April  in  the  year  aforesaid,  with  force  and  arms,  at  the  parish 
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1849. 


The  QuEiK 

V. 


aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  unlawfully,  knowingly,  and  de- 
signedly, did  falsly  pretend  to  one  Charles  Turner,  he  the  said 
Charles  Turner  being  then  and  there  a  servant  of  the  said  Lanca- 
shire and  Yorkshire  Railway  Company,  that  a  certain  ticket,  which 
he  the  said  John  Boulton  then  and  there  deliyered  to  the 
Charles  Turner,  was  then  and  there  a  genuine  ticket  of  the 
Company,  before  then  obtained  by  him  the  said  John  Boulton  from 
the  said  Company  for  the  conveyance  of  him  the  said  John  Boulton 
as  a  passenger  in  and  by  certain  carriages  of  the  said  Company, 
from  the  said  town  of  Bradford  to  Huddersfield  aforesaid,  on  the  said 
11th  day  of  April;  by  means  of  which  last-mentioned  false  pretence 
the  said  John  Boulton  did  then  and  there  unlawfully  obtain  from 
the  said  Lancashire  and  Yorkshire  Railway  Company  a  certain 
chattel,  to  wit,  a  printed  ticket  of  the  said  Company,  authorising 
the  bearer  thereof  to  be  thereafter  conveyed  without  further  charge 
or  payment  in  that  behalf,  by  certain  carriages  of  the  said  Company, 
on  the  said  11th  day  of  April,  from  the  said  town  of  Bradford  to 
Huddersfield  aforesaid,  the  said  last-mentioned  ticket  being  then  and 
there  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  Lancashire  and  Yorkshire 
Railway  Company,  and  of  the  value  of  five  shillings,  with  intent 
thereby  then  and  there  to  cheat  and  defraud  the  said  Lancashire 
and  Yorkshire  Railway  Company  of  the  same;  whereas  in  truth 
and  in  fact  the  said  ticket  so  delivered,  as  last  aforesaid,  by  the  said 
John  Boulton,  was  then  and  there  not  a  genuine  ticket  of  or  ob- 
tained from  the  said  Company  for  the  conveyance  of  any  person  as 
a  passenger  by  any  carriage  of  the  said  Company,  for  any  journey 
whatsoever.  To  the  great  damage  and  deception  of  the  said  Com- 
pany, to  the  evil  example  of  all  others  in  the  like  case  offending, 
against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and 
against  the  peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  digni^.*' 


The  ticket  of  the  Company  is  in  the  annexed  form. 


t 

23 


EXPRESS  TRAIN. 

BRADFORD 

to 

HUDDERSFIELD. 


CD 
CO 


Ysb  Class, 


23 


and  is  a  voucher  for  the  journey,  without  further  pay- 
ment, but  is  to  be  given  up  to  the  company  at  the  jour- 
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ney's  eni    The  prisoner  was  stopped  upon  the  Kne  be-        i849. 
fore  he  finished  his  journey,  and  waa  taken  into  cus-     .^ii^^^ 
tody  with  the  ticket  in  his  possession.  ^  ^• 

.  BOULTOK. 

The  question  reserved  by  the  learned  judge  was, 
whether  the  obtaining  such  a  ticket  was  obtaining  a 
chattel  of  the  company  with  intent  to  cheat  and  de- 
fraud  the  company  of  the  same,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Act  of  Parliament 

No  counsel  appeared  to  argue  the  case,  and  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  (a)  was  now  delivered  by 

Pollock,  C.  B, — ^This  was  an  indictment  for  obtain- 
ing a  railway  ticket  by  false  pretences ;  and  the  question 
reserved  for  us  is,  whether  obtaining  such  a  ticket  was 
the  obtaining  of  a  chattel  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Act  of  Parliament  We  are  of  opinion  that  it  is.  It 
entitles  the  bearer  to  travel  on  the  railway  without  fur- 
ther charge,  and  is  therefore  of  value;  and  though  it  is 
to  be  returned  to  the  company  at  the  end  of  the  jour- 
ney, yet  that  does  not  prevent  it  from  being  an  article 
of  value  while  it  is  out  of  their  possession.  It  is  a  chat- 
tel, and  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  of  Parliament 

Conviction  affirmed. 

(a)  Noyember  20,  1849.  Consisting  of  PoSock^  C.  B.,  Pattaon, 
J.,  Wiffhtman,  J.,  PlaU,  B.,  and  Tal/ourd^  J. 
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JVbr.  28. 


Wliere  an  order 
for  the  main- 
tenance  of  a 
lunatic  recited 
that  he  had 
been  remoyed 
by  an  order  of  a 
juBtice  of  the 
county  of  Car- 
narvon to  an 
asylum  in  the 
county  of  Lan- 
caster, but  it 


The  Queen  v.  The  Guardians  of  the  Poor  of  the  Cab- 

NARvoir  and  Anglbsea  Union. 

V/N  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  of  the 
county  of  Carnarvon,  dated  January  7,  1848,  whereby^ 
they  ordered  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of 
Llanfihangel  Bachellette,  in  the  said  county,  to  pay  ta 
the  treasurer  of  the  guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  Car- 
narvon and  Anglesea  Union,  certain  sums  for  the  ex- 
amination of  £llen  Jones,  a  pauper  lunatic,  uid  her 
conveyance  to  the  lunatic  hospital  at  Haydock  Lodge, 
from  that  recital  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  and  for  her  maintenance 
noLyi^^  in  the  hospital,  the  sessions  quashed  the  order,  sub- 
tiie  county  of     j^^.^  ^^  ^j^^  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  a  case,  of  which 

Gamarvon,  or      "^  *  ^  *  ' 

that  it  was  full,   the  following  are  the  material  facts.    The  order  was  as 

and  on  the  trial  ^  .. 

of  an  appeal  lOllOWS  I"~~~ 
against  Uie  or- 
der of  main-  Whereas,  by  a  certain  order  of  John  Morgan,  Esquire,  one  of 

^°*^SiatAe  ^®'  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  county  of  Car- 

lunatic  was  un-  nanron,  bearing  date  the  7th  September,  1847,  and  directed  to 

fit  to  be  brought  j^.  Jenkins,  superintendent  of  the  lunatic  hospital  at  Haydock 

tetore  thejus-  j^jg^^  jj^  ^^  county  of  Lancaster,  reciting  that  the  said  justice 

moTed  him : —  having  called  to  his  assistance  a  surgeon,  and  having  personally 

Mdd,  that       examined  Ellen  Jones,  spinster,  a  pauper,  and  being  satisfied  that 
such  justice  need 
not  proceed  to 
Tint  and  examine  the  lunatic  within  three  days  after  notice,  under  stat  8  &  9  Vict  c.  126,  s.  48. 

Semble,  per  PaUetont  J.,  that,  even  if  he  had  not  been  unfit  to  be  brought  befitre  the  justice^ 
the  provision  as  to  the  three  days,  within  which  the  order  of  justices  must  require  him  to  be 
brought  up,  is  merely  directory. 

SembU,  also,  per  Erie,  J.,  that  the  jurisdiction  of  justices  to  make  an  order  adjudicating  the 
settlement  and  maintenance,  attaches  upon  their  finding  a  lunatic  pauper  confined,  or  ordered  to 
be  confined  in  an  asylum. 
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the  said  Ellen  Jones  was  a  lunatic,  and  a  proper  person  to  be  con-  1849. 
fined,  the  said  justice  thereby  directed  the  said  superintendent  of  ^^^v— ^ 
the  said  lunatic  hospital  to  receive  the  said  Ellen  Jones  as  a  par-  ^®  Qubbbt 
tient  into  his  said  hospital.  And  whereas  by  a  certain  other  order  Qumdiang  of 
of  John  Rowlands  and  John  Morgan,  Esquires,  two  of  her  Majesty's  Garitaryov 
justices  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Carnarvon,  wherein  the  pa-  "*^  Aitolbsia 
rish  of  Llanbeblig,  from  which  the  said  Ellen  Jones  was  so  sent  to 
the  said  hospital,  is  situate,  bearing  date  the  1st  January,  instant, 
after  reciting  the  said  first-mentioned  order,  and  reciting  that  by 
virtue  thereof  the  said  Ellen  Jones  had  been  conveyed  from  the 
parish  of  Llanbeblig,  in  the  Carnarvon  and  Anglesea  Union,  to  the 
said  hospital,  and  had  been  ever  since,  and  then  was,  confined 
therein;  and  also  reciting  that  the  said  last-mentioned  justices 
had  inquired  into  the  last  legal  settlement  of  the  said  Ellen  Jones, 
and  that  satisfactory  evidence  was  given  before  them,  on  oath  and 
otherwise,  that  the  last  legal  settlement  of  the  said  Ellen  Jones 
was  then  in  the  parish  of  Llanfihangel  Bachelleth,  in  the  union  of 
Pwllheli,  in  the  said  county  of  Carnarvon,  it  was  thereby  accord- 
ingly adjudged  that  the  last  place  of  the  legal  settlement  of  the 
said  Ellen  Jones  was  then  in  the  parish  of  Llanfihangel  Bachelleth, 
in  the  union  and  county  last  aforesaid.  And  whereas  complaint 
hath  been  made  unto  us,  John  Rowlands  and  John  Morgan, 
Esquires,  whose  names  are  hereunto  subscribed  and  seals  affixed, 
being  two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said 
county  of  Carnarvon,  wherein  the  parish  of  Llanbeblig,  from  which 
the  said  Ellen  Jones  was  so  sent  to  the  said  hospital  as  aforesaid, 
is  situate,  by  the  guardians  of  the  Carnarvon  and  Anglesea  Union, 
in  which  the  said  parish  of  Llanbeblig  is  situate,  that  they  have 
incurred  great  expense  in  and  about  the  examination  of  the  said 
Ellen  Jones,  and  in  and  about  her  conveyance  to  the  said  asylum ; 
and  that  they  have  paid  divers  sums  of  money  to  the  superintend- 
ent of  the  said  hospital  for  the  lodging,  maintenance,  medicine, 
clothing,  and  care  of  the  said  Ellen  Jones  in  the  said  hospital, 
where  she  hath  ever  since  been  confined,  at  the  charge  and  ex- 
pense of  the  said  union.  And  the  said  guardians  therefore  now 
make  application  unto  us,  the  said  last-mentioned  justices,  for 
an  order  upon  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of 
Llanfihangel  Bachelleth,  in  which  the  said  Ellen  Jones  was  so 
adjudged  to  be  settled  as  aforesaid,  for  payment  to  the  treasu- 
rer of  them  the  guardians  of  the  said  Carnarvon  and  Anglesea 
Union  of  the  amount  of  the  said  expenses,  and  of  the  monies  so 
paid  by  them  to  the  superintendent  of  the  said  hospital  as  afore- 
said. And  it  being  now  satisfactorily  proved  unto  us,  the  said 
last-mentioned  justices,  upon  oath,  that  the  guardians  of  the  poor 
of  the  said  Carnarvon  and  Anglesea  Union  have  heretofore,  and 
within  twelve  calendar  months  before  the  making  of  this  order, 
VOL.  III.  D  D  D  N.  a  a 
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1849.         P*^^  ^^®  following  giinifl  in  respect  of  the  said  Ellen  Jones,  that  is 
^     V     ^       to  say,  the  sum  of  22. 19«.,  being  the  reasonable  expenses  incurred 
The  Qum      -y^^  ^^  ^yj^  union  in  and  about  the  examination  of  such  lunatic, 
On^wii'iia  of    and  their  conyejing  of  her  to  the  said  hospital;  and  also  the  further 
Cabvaetov     sum  of  102.  7s.  M.,  being  the  amount  of  the  seyeral  sums  which,  by 
n   ^'^'"^  ^  treasurer  of  the  said  guardians  of  the  Oamaryon  and  Anglesea 
Union,  hare  been  paid  to  the  said  superintendent  of  the  said  hos- 
pital for  the  reasonable  charges  for  the  lodging,  maintenance,  me- 
dicine, clothing,  and  care  of  such  lunatic,  in  the  said  hospital:  We 
do  therefore  order  you,  the  said  OTerseen  of  the  poor  of  the  pariah 
of  Llanfihangel  Bachelleth  aforesaid,  to  pay  to  the  treasurer  of  the 
said  guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  Camanron  and  Anglesea  Union 
the  said  several  sums  of  22. 19s.  and  102.  7s.  5dL,  making  in  the 
whole  the  sum  of  132.  4s.  5<£.    And  we  do  also  further  order  you, 
the  said  oTcrseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  Llanfihangel 
Bachelleth,  to  pay  to  the  said  superintendent  of  the  said  hospital 
the  sum  of  12«.  (being  the  weekly  sum  agreed  to  be  charged  in  that 
behalf  by  the  superintendent  of  the  said  hospital,)  weekly,  and 
every  week,  from  the  8th  of  January,  1848,  for  and  during  so  long 
time  as  the  said  lunatic  shall  be  confined  in  the  said  hospital,  un- 
der the  said  order  as  aforesaid,  the  said  weekly  sum  of  12s.  appear- 
ing to  us  to  be  a  reasonable  charge  for  the  future  lodging,  main- 
tenance, medicine,  clothing,  and  care  of  the  said  lunatic.    Qiven 
under  our  hands  and  seals,  d^c,  January  7th,  1848. 

J.Rw 
J.M. 

The  following  are  the  material  grounds  of  appeal: — 
1.  Because  no  such  order  as  above  mentioned;  and  bear- 
ing date  September  7, 1847,  and  directed  to  Mr.  Jenkins, 
superintendent  of  the  lunatic  asylum  at  Hajdock  Lodge^ 
in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  was  ever  made  by  the  said 
John  Morgan,  and  because  such  order  (if  any  such)  was 
made  without  jurisdiction; — ^  Because  the  relieving 
officer  of  the  said  Carnarvon  and  Anglesea  Uniony  in 
which  the  parish  of  Llanbeblig  is  included,  did  not,  in 
pursuance  of  the  stat  8  &  9  Vict,  give  notice  to  the 
said  John  Morgan  that  the  said  Ellen  Jones  was  charge- 
able to  the  parish  of  Llanbeblig,  and  that  she  was  or 
was  deemed  to  be  lunatic;  and  because  the  said  John 
Morgan  did  not,  in  pursuance  of  such  notice  (if  such 
notice  was  given),  by  an  order  under  his  hand  and  seal. 
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require  such  reliering  officer  to  bring  the  said  Ellen  i849. 

Jones  before  him,  within  three  d^ys  from  the  time  of  ^^^^^^ 

such  notice  being  given  to  him;^ — 8.  Because  the  order  .,    J;       . 

VnllUrdlBIlfl  of 

of  the  said  John  Rowlands  and  the  said  John  Morgan  CAJtHABvov 

is  bad  on  the  face  of  it; — 4.  Because  the  order  of  the  Usioir. 


said  John  Rowlands  and  John  Morgan  was  made  with- 
out jurisdiction  to  make  the  same,  inasmuch  as  the 
(»rder  of  John  Morgan  was  made  without  jurisdiction, 
and  is  also  bad  on  the  face  of  it 

At  the  trial  of  the  appeal,  the  relieving  officer  for 
the  respondent  parish  proved  that  he  gave  notice  to 
the  justice  on  August  27, 1847,  (the  same  day  on  which 
he  had  received  a  certificate  from  the  medical  officer 
of  the  union,  that  the  pauper  was  of  unsound  mind), 
but  that  the  justice  did  not  go  and  visit  the  pauper 
until  September  7,  when  the  order  was  made;  and  that 
the  pauper  was  unfit  to  be  taken  before  the  justice. 

For  the  appellants  it  was  objected,  that  the  justice 
who  made  the  order  dated  September  7,  1847,  had  no 
jurisdiction,  because  the  order  was  not  made  within 
three  days  after  he  had  notice  from  the  relieving  officer 
of  the  pauper  being  a  lunatic;  and  because  it  was  not 
stated  in  the  order  of  January  7,  1848,  that  there  was 
no  lunatic  hospital  in  the  county  of  Carnarvon,  or  that 
the  same,  if  there  was  one,  was  fulL 

If  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  shall  be  of  opinion 
that  the  grounds  of  appeal  were  sufficient  to  allow  the 
appellants  to  take  the  above-mentioned  objections,  and 
that  the  order  was  bad  for  either  of  the  reasons  urged 
at  the  trial,  then  the  order  of  sessions  is  to  stand,  others 
wise  the  order  of  sessions  is  to  be  quashed  and  the  or- 
der of  maintenance  confirmed. 

t 

Totansendy  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. — It  has 
been  decided,  that  on  appeal  against  an  order  for  the 
maintenance  of  a  lunatic  pauper,  which  recites  an  ad- 

D  D  D  2 
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1849.  judication  of  the  settlement,  the  settlement  may  be 
^^^^^  contested:  Begina  v.  The  JvMicea  of  Middlesexia),  Ex 
^  _?•     ^   parte  The  Overseers  of  MonJcleigh(b) ;  if  that  be  so,  there 

Gnisrdums  of 

Cabvartoit  is  no  reason  why  the  original  order  for  the  removal  of 
UnoK.  ^^^  pauper  may  not  also  be  contested.  That  original 
order  is  recited  in  the  order  of  maintenance;  and  it  is 
submitted  that  the  order  of  maintenance  is  bad,  be- 
cause the  order  of  removal  recited  in  it  does  not  com- 
ply with  the  requisites  of  the  stat.  8  &  9  Vict  c  126. 
It  does  not  state  that  there  was  no  asylum  for  the 
county  of  Carnarvon,  or  that  it  was  full    This  is  a 

4 

statutory  power,  and  must  be  strictly  pursued.  By 
sect  48,  the  justices  can  only  send  a  lunatic  to  a  li- 
censed house,  if  there  be  no  county  asylum,  or  if  that 
be  full;  and  by  sect  54,  every  lunatic  shall  be  taken, 
in  the  first  place,  to  the  county  asylum,  unless  there 
be  no  such  asylum,  or  there  is  a  deficiency  of  room  in 
such  asylum,  or  unless  there  shall  be  some  special  cir- 
cumstances whereby  the  pauper  cannot  conveniently  be 
taken  in  the  first  place  to  such  asylum,  which  deficiency 
*  of  room  or  special  circumstance  shall  be  stated  in  writ- 

ing upon  the  order.  Under  stat  9  Geo.  4,  c  40,  s.  38,  it 
was  decided  that  the  Justices  of  Middlesex  had  no 
power  to  order  a  lunatic  to  be  conveyed  out  of  the 
county  of  Middlesex  to  an  asylum  in  the  county  of 
Surrey,  where  the  order  stated  that  the  Middlesex 
County  Asylum  was  full,  no  provision  being  made  in 
in  that  Act  for  that  contingency:  Regirut  y,  EUisip), 
The  justices  had  no  jurisdiction  to  make  this  order  for 
maintenance  unless  the  pauper  was  confined,  or  ordered 
to  be  confined  by  a  valid  order:  Megina,  v.  The  JusHcea 
of  ComwaU(d). 

Next,  The  original  order  is  bad,  because  the  justice 


<a)  2  New  SesB.  Oafl.  661.  (c)  1  New  Sess.  Gas.  342. 

(b)  Ante,  94.  (d)  Id.  499. 
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did  not  require  the  relieving  officer  to  bring  up  the  lu-        i849. 
natic  within  three  days  after  notice  had  been  given  to     The  Qvm 
hiuL    The  act  is  imperative.  ^     T.'  ^  ^ 

-^  GnarduuiB  of 

Caritabtov 

WdAy  and  Aspland,  contrit,  were  not  called  upon.  Unov. 

Patteson,  J. — I  am  very  glad  that  we  are  able  to 
support  this  order  consistently  with  the  decided  cases. 
The  question  which  has  been  argued  before  us,  that 
the  order  of  maintenuice  is  bad,  because  it  does  not 
appear  on  the  original  order,  as  recited  in  the  order  of 
maintenance,  that  there  was  no  asylum  for  the  county 
of  Carnarvon,  or  that  it  was  full,  does  not  arise;  the 
question  reserved  by  the  sessions  for  our  consideration 
is,  whether  the  justices  who  made  the  original  order 
had  jurisdiction  to  make  it;  and,  if  these  requisites  do 
appear  upon  the  original  order,  which  is  not  before  us, 
they  need  not  be  stated  on  the  order  of  maintenance, 
but  the  justices  would  have  jurisdiction  to  make  the 
original  order.  The  only  remaining  point  for  us  is, 
whether  the  justices  had  jurisdiction  to  make  the  origi- 
nal order,  as  it  was  not  made  within  three  days  after 
they  had  notice  from  the  overseers.  I  am  inclined  to 
think  that  the  provision  as  to  the  three  days  within 
which  the  justice  is  to  act  after  notice  is  merely  direc- 
tory; but  it  is  stated  in  this  case,  that  the  justice  ex- 
amined this  lunatic  at  his  house,  he  not  being  capable 
of  being  safely  taken  before  the  justice;  and  in  such 
case  there  is  no  provision  that  the  justice  shall  go  to 
the  house  and  enter  upon  the  examination  within  three 
days. 

CoLERiDOE,  J.,  concurred. 

Ebls,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion;  and  I  am  in- 
clined to  think  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices  to 
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1849.        make  an  order  of  settlement  and  maintenance  of  a  In- 

Thb  Qubbv    ^^^^<^  pauper  commences  from  their  finding  him  '^  con- 

^^^^Jj^  ^    fined,  or  ordered  to  be  confined''  in  an  asjlumu  I  think 

Oauabtov     that  it  would  be  very  salutary  to  take  up  the  inqnixy 

Unov.       there,  m  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  maintenance, 

and  so  to  preclude  any  investigation  then  into  the 

lidity  of  the  order  under  which  he  was  sent  there. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed. 
Order  of  justices  confirmed. 


Mv.  28.        The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  St.  Mart,  Buh gat. 

By  a  local  Act,  X  HIS  was  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices 
o!«),  the  poor'  0^  t^e  peace  of  the  city  and  county  of  Norwich,  applied 
*"  •  ha^'Si  for  and  obtained  on  the  27th  day  of  November,  1847, 
dtyand county  by  the  govemor,  deputy-governor,  and  guardians  of  the 
maintaiDed  poor  of  the  city  and  county  of  Norwich,  for  the  removal 
^n  fo^r"""  of  Elizabeth  Smith,  the  widow  of  John  Smith,  deceased, 
which  is  raiaed  and  Susauna  their  child,  from  the  parish  of  St  Peter  per 

by  a  rate  cal-  ... 

oulated  upon  Mountergate,  in  the  said  city  of  Norwich,  to  the  said 
muO^uo^  parish  of  St  Mary  in  Bungay.  The  order  was  confirmed, 
Snd^Tfco*^  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  on 
the  different      the  following  case : — 

jBWd,  that  The  city  and  county  of  Norwich  extends  over  thirty- 
oStrf^T       ^  parishes,  six  hamlets,  and  one  liberty,  the  poor  of 

ftmd  was  suffi- 
cient ohargeability  to  a  parish  within  the  city  in  which  the  pauper  was  residing  to 
enable  that  parish  to  obtain  an  order  of  removal  to  a  pariah  not  within  the  dtj. 

Where  Ihe  examinations  stated  two  sets  of  relief  given  by  the  appellant  parish  to  the 
husband  of  the  panper,  and  to  the  pauper  since  iSi  death,  and  also  a  former  order  of 
removal  of  the  pauper  from  the  respondent  to  the  appellant  parish,  imappealed  against^ 
and  the  ground  of  appeal  denied  the  relief  and  the  chaigeability,  and  stated  that  no 
copy  of  the  former  order  of  removal  had  been  sent  with  the  examinations,  and  also  denied 
that  the  paupers  had  any  settlement  in  the  appellant  parish  at  the  date  of  the  order : — 

Hdd,  that  the  existence  of  the  former  order  unappealed  aoainst  was  not  travened,  an  d 
that  the  re^Mmdents  were  not  bound  to  prove  it  at  the  sessions. 
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which  are  maintained  out  of  a  common  fund  raised  under        i649. 
the  provisions  of  an  Act  of  Parliament  passed  on  the  23rd     The^uvsn 
of  August,  1831,  intituled  "  An  Act  for  the  better  man-    . .    *•       ^ 

^  Innabitants  of 

agement  of  the  poor  of  the  several  parishes  and  hamlets     St.  Mast, 
in  the  city  of  Norwich  and  county  of  the  same  city,"  the 
said  parishes  not  being  severally  charged  with  the  main- 
tenance of  their  own  poor;  and  the  said  Act  is  to  be 
taken  as  forming  a  part  of  this  case. 

The  following  are  the  parts  of  the  examinations  and 
grounds  of  appeal  which  are  material  to  the  case: — 

The  examination  of  John  Lock,  relieving  officer  to  the 
governor,  deputy-governor,  and  guardians  of  the  poor  of 
the  city  and  county  of  Norwich,  stated,  that  Elizabeth 
Smith,  widow,  uid  Susanna^  aged  twelve  years,  her  child, 
lately  came  to  inhabit  in  the  parish  of  St.  Peter  per 
Mounteigate,  in  the  city  and  county  of  Norwich,  and  are 
now  actually  chargeable  thereto,  he  having  relieved  the 
said  K  Smith  in  the  said  parish  with  three  shillings  and 
sixpence  out  of  the  funds,  and  by  the  direction  of  the 
governor,  deputy-governor,  and  guardians. 

The  examination  of  E.  Smith,  the  pauper,  stated,  that 
she  was  the  widow  of  John  Smith,  who  died  on  April 
12, 1835;  that  the  said  J.  Smith,  many  times  since  their 
marriage,  was  relieved  by  the  overseer  of  St.  Mary  in 
Bungay,  as  belonging  thereto,  when  residing  in  Norwich; 
that,  on  October  26, 1 839,  an  order  (now  produced)  was 
made  by  two  justices  of  the  city  and  county  of  Norwich 
for  the  removal  of  examinant,  as  widow  of  J.  Smith  and 
the  said  Susanna,  from  the  parish  of  St.  Peter  per  Moun- 
tergate  to  the  parish  of  St.  Mary  in  Bungay;  under  which 
said  order  examinant  and  Susanna  were,  on  November 
18, 1839,  removed  and  delivered  to  one  of  the  overseers 
of  St.  Mary  in  Bungay;  and  that  there  was  no  appeal 
against  the  said  order  of  removal ;  and  that  examinant 
hath  since  been  relieved  by  the  board  of  guardians  of 
the  Wangford  Union,  as  the  widow  of  the  said  J.  ^ith. 
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1849.        with  three  shillings  and  sixpence  per  week  while  resid- 
^P^^'o^jj^     ing  in  the  parish  of  St  Peter  per  Mountergate. 
,  ^  *•       ,       The  CTounds  of  appeal  stated — 
Sr.  Mabt,         1.  That  J.  Smith  had  not,  at  the  time  of  his  decease, 
nor  ever  had,  any  settlement  in  St  Mary  in  Bungay,  nor 
had  the  said  K  Smith  or  her  daughter,  at  the  date  of  the 
said  order,  any  settlement  in  our  parish. 

2.  That  it  does  not  appear  by  the  examinations,  by 
legal  evidence,  that  J.  Smith,  at  his  decease,  or  K  Smith 
or  her  daughter,  at  the  date  of  the  order,  had  any  set- 
tlement in  our  parish. 

3.  That  neither  J.  Smith  nor  £.  Smith  was  relieved 

N 

by  our  parish,  as  stated  in  the  examinations;  or,  if  they 
were,  that  it  had  been  given  under  a  mistake. 

4.  That  no  sufficient  evidence  of  the  relief  to  the  said 
J.  Smith  and  E.  Smith  appears  on  the  examinations,  and 
that  the  dates  and  times  of  such  relief  are  not  stated 
with  sufficient  particularity. 

6.  That  no  copy  of  the  order  of  removal  of  October 
25, 1839,  although  it  formed  part  of  the  evidence  on 
which  the  present  order  was  made,  was  forwarded  to  ua 

6.  That  the  notice  of  chargeability  was  not  duly  signed, 
and  that  the  said  E.  Smith  and  her  daughter  were  not 
chargeable  to  the  parish  of  St  Peter  at  the  date  of  the 
order. 

7«  That  the  order  of  removal  was  bad,  in  not  stating 
that  the  said  E.  Smith  and  her  daughter,  at  the  time  of 
the  order,  were  inhabiting  in  the  respondent  parish. 

8.  That  J.  Smith  and  £.  Smith  were  not  married,  as 
mentioned  in  the  examinations. 

9.  That  E.  Smith  had  resided  five  years  in  Norwich. 
At  the  hearing  of  the  said  appeal,  the  respondents, 

having  abandoned  the  settlement  by  relief  alleged  in 
the  examinations,  were  called  upon  by  the  appellants  to 
put  in  evidence  the  former  order  of  October  25,  1839, 
mentioned  in  the  examination  of  the  said  Elizabeth 
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Smith;  but  they  the  respondents  declined  to  do  so,        1349. 
contending,  that  the  said  former  order  was  not  tra-     TheQuBur 
versed  by  the  appellants  in  their  grounds  of  appeal,    ij^hai^taof 
On  the  part  of  the  appellants  it  was  contended,  that      ^'  Maet, 
their  first  ground  of  appeal,  contammg  a  general  de- 
nial of  the  settlement  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Smith  and 
her  said  daughter  in  the  appellant  parish,  must  be  con- 
strued as  a  denial  of  the  facts  alleged  in  the  said  exa- 
minations as  evidence  of  such  settlement,  the  Court 
held,  that  the  respondents  were  right,  and  refused  to 
call  upon  them  to  produce  the  said  former  order,  or  to 
give  any  evidence  of  settlement. 

On  the  part  of  the  appellants  it  was  also  objected, 
under  their  sixth  ground  of  appeal,  that  such  relief  being 
given  out  of  the  common  fund  raised  under  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Act  above  referred  to,  did  not  render  them 
chargeable  to  the  said  parish  of  St  Peter  perMountergate, 
as  in  the  examination  of  the  said  John  Lock  is  alleged; 
but  this  objection  was  overruled  by  the  court  of  quarter 
sessions. 

If  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  should  be  of  opinion 
that  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  were  wrong  in  not 
calling  upon  the  respondents  to  put  in  evidence  the  or- 
der of  October  25,  1839,  or  that  it  does  not  sufficiently 
appear  on  the  examination  of  the  said  John  Lock  that 
the  said  Elizabeth  Smith  and  her  said  daughter  were, 
at  the  date  of  the  said  order  of  November  27,  1847, 
chargeable,  or  ever  had  been  chargeable  to  the  respondent 
parish,  that  order  is  to  be  quashed;  but  if  the  Court 
should  be  of  the  contrary  opinion  on  both  of  those  points, 
it  is  to  be  confirmed. 

Pashley  and  Bvl/wer  in  support  of  the  order  of  ses- 
sions— In  this  case  the  paupers  have  been  ordered  to 
be  removed  from  a  parish  within  the  city  of  Norwich, 
to  a  parish  in  the  county  of  Suffolk ;  and  it  has  itlready 
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1849.       been  decided,  that,  though  the  parishes  within  the  city 
The  QuBBN     ^'^  incorporated,  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  their 
?•  poor  out  of  a  joint  fund,  yet  that,  as  far  as  respects 

St.  Mart,  Strangers,  they  continue  separate  and  distinct:  Bex 
Y,  St  M%chad(a\  Rex  v.  Wyfn(mdham(b);  and  those 
cases  were  recognised  in  Regima  v.  Fomcett  St  Mary  (c). 
Here  all  the  chargeability  on  the  parish  of  St  Peter 
which  can  be  by  law,  exists.  [Paitesonj  J. — ^The  argu- 
ment on  the  other  side  must  go  to  this,  that  there  can- 
not, under  any  circumstances,  be  any  removal  from  any 
parish  in  NorwicL]  Then,  as  to  the  other  point  It 
is  submitted,  that  the  sessions  were  right  in  not  calling 
upon  the  respondents  to  give  any  evidenoe  of  the  for- 
mer order  of  removal.  It  was  not  put  in  issue  by  the 
general  traverse  of  the  settlement  of  Elizabeth  Smith 
and  her  daughter.  That  traverse  might  entitle  the  ap- 
pellants to  shew  that  the  relief  was  given  by  mistake: 
Regina  v.  Bed%ngha/ni{d) ;  or  perhaps  that  the  former  or- 
der of  removal  was  bad;  but  it  does  not  traverse  the 
existence  of  the  order.  Here  there  is  a  specific  tn^ 
verse,  that  no  copy  of  the  order  had  been  sent;  and 
therefore,  according  to  the  decision  in  Regina  v.  Wid^ 
C(ymhe-in4he'Moor{e),  they  cannot  resort  to  any  other 
objection  under  the  general  traverse,  especially  as  die 
grounds  of  appeal  traverse  almost  every  other  fact  stated 
on  the  examinations.  [Coleridge,  J.— ^In  Regina  v.  Bir- 
mingham{f)y  Lord  Dermum  lays  down  the  rule,  ''that 
if,  besides  the  general  objection,  particular  objections 
are  pointed  out  by  the  grounds  of  appeal,  the  appel- 
lants shall  not  avail  themselves  of  the  general  oue  to 
insist  upon  other  defects  which  they  have  not  pointed 


{a)  6  T.  R.  636.  Q.  B.  R.  653. 

{h)  Ibid.  552.  (f)  2  New  Seak  Gas.  539 ;  9 

{e)  Ante,  477 ;  where  see  the  Q.  B.  R.  894. 

clauses  of  the  local  Act  set  out.  (/)  2  New  Seas.  Cas.  283;  8 

(d)  1  New  Sess.  Cas.  105 ;  5  Q.  B.  R.  410. 
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out;^'  and  the  reason  for  this  rule  is  stated.]    The  re-        7849. 
spondents  here  might  naturally  expect  that  the  appel-     ThtOum 
lants,  having  objected  that  a  copy  of  the  order  had  not    ,  ,    ^• 

,  ,  ,  InhabitantB  of 

.been  sent,  did  not  intend  to  contest  the  existence  of     St.  Mart, 
the  order. 

Palmer  and  J.  H,  MiUsy  contrL — As  to  the  first 
point,  it  was  desired  to  obtain  an  intimation  of  the 
opinion  of  this  Court  upon  this  question,  which  is  one 
of  considerable  importance  to  the  city  of  Norwich;  and 
as  that  has  been  given,  the  point  is  abandoned. 

As  to  the  other  point,  it  may  be  admitted,  that  where 
an  examination  sets  up  particular  facts  which  go  to 
constitute  a  particular  settlement,  and  one  of  these 
facts  is  traversed  by  a  specific  ground  of  objection  that 
the  appellants  cannpt  resort  to  the  general  traverse,  and 
compel  the  respondents  to  prove  the  others;  but  in  this 
case  the  examinations  set  up  only  evidence  of  settle- 
ments. There  is  no  specific  head  of  settlement;  but  it 
is  stated  that  relief  has  been  given,  and  an  order  made, 
which  has  not  been  appealed  against 

The  respondents  at  the  trial  abandoned  all  evidence 
of  settlement  by  relief,  and  therefore  all  the  grounds  of 
removal  or  appeal  relating  to  this  must  be  taken  to  be 
struck  out,  and  then  the  only  evidence  of  settlement 
which  remained  was  that  of  the  order.  That  is  put  in 
issue,  according  to  the  decision  in  Reffina  v.  Beding- 
ham(a).  There  the  examinations  stated  a  settlement 
by  hiring  and  service,  and  also  by  relief;  and  the  appel- 
lants alleged,  '^that  the  pauper  was  never  settled  in  their 
parish  by  hiring  and  service,  or  by  any  other  means.'' 
The  respondents  at  the  trial  abandoned  the  settlement 
by  hiring  and  service,  and  yet  they  were  put  to  proof 
of  the  relief;  and  in  Regina  v.  St,  OUes,  Cokhester(b)y 

(a)  1  New  Sess.  Cas.  105.  (b)  Ante,  240. 


BUVGAT. 
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1849.        this  general  traverse  was  held  to  put  in  issue  the  exist- 

TheQwnr     ^^^®  ^^  *''  ^1^^^^^  settlement  alleged  in  the  examina- 
^'  tions. 

Iiuialntaiiti  of         t^    i_     i* 

St.  Makt,  If  the  former  order  was  bad  upon  the  face  of  it/ the 
appellants  might  object  to  it  at  any  distance  of  time» 
though  they  had  not  appealed  against  it:  RexY.  OhUvers- 
coton  (a);  and  the  respondents  ought  to  have  produced  a 
good  and  valid  order.  In  JRegina  v.  Widecombe-dnrtite- 
Moor  (6),  which  is  relied  upon  on  the  other  side,  subse- 
quent settlements  were  set  up  on  the  grounds  of  appeal 
which  fact  is  much  relied  upon  in  the  judgment  of  the 
Court 

Patteson,  J.  (c). — ^The  first  point  was  disposed  of  in 
the  course  of  the  argument.     Upon  the  other,  I  think 
the  sessions  were  right  in  not  calling  upon  the  respon- 
dents to  put  in  evidence  the  order  of  removal  of  Octo- 
ber, 1839.    The  examinations  do  not  state  any  particu- 
lar settlement,  nor  any  facts  constituting  any  particu- 
lar settlement,  but  they  state  a  former  order  of  the  re- 
moval of  the  same  paupers  between  the  same  parishes, 
made,  and  acted  on,  and  unappealed  against;  and  they 
also  state  relief  given  to  the  husband  of  the  pauper,  and 
to  the  widow  since  his  death,  while  residing  out  of  the 
parish.    None  of  these  statements  constitute  a  settle- 
ment, but  are  only  evidence  of  a  settlement     The 
grounds  of  appeal  do  not  deny  the  existence  of  a  former 
order,  but  only  deny  the  inference  which  would  arise 
from  a  former  order  unappealed  against     Consistently 
with  the  case  of  Regma  v.  Bedingham,  if  the  appellants 
had  offered  evidence  to  explain  the  order,  the  sessions 
might  have  been  right  in  allowing  them  to  do  so. 
Under  these  grounds  of  appeal,  the  appellants  are  not 


(a)  8  T.  R.  178.  {c)  Lord  Iknman,  0.  J.,  waa 

(b)  2  New  Ses8.  Oas.  539.  absent  on  account  of  illness. 
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at  liberty  to  deny  the  fact  of  an  order  being  in  exist-        1849, 

ence;  but  they  might  take  off  the  effect  of  it,  and  shew  xhe  Quuv 

that  it  was  not  binding  on  them.     As,  therefore,  the  inhabitante  of 

fact  of  the  existence  of  a  former  order  was  not  traversed,  B«.  Iluir, 

BUNQAT 

it  was  not  necessary  for  the  respondents  to  prove  it.  I 
do  not  think  that  the  observations  of  Lord  Denma/ny  in 
Beffina  v.  Birmingham{a),  apply  here,  for  there  is  no 
ground  of  appeal  specially  pointed  to  the  existence  of 
the  order  unappealed  against 

CoLERiBOE,  J.  —  The  examinations  disclose  three 
grounds  of  evidence  of  settlement, — ^relief  on  two  occa- 
sions, and  a  former  order  of  removal  unappealed  against 
At  the  sessions,  evidence  of  settlement  by  relief  was 
abandoned  by  the  respondents,  and  the  question  was, 
whether  the  respondents  ought  to  have  proved  that  for- 
mer order;  and  the  sessions  held  that  they  were  not 
called  upon  to  do  so,  and  they  ask  us  if  they  were 
right  To  compel  them  to  do  so,  the  grounds  of  appeal 
must  raise  the  question ;  and  the  appellants  contended 
that  they  did  so  under  the  general  traverse  of  the  set- 
tlement I  agree  with  my  brother  PaMeson^  and  think 
that  the  sessions  were  right;  but  I  lament  that  he  has 
expressed  doubts  as  to  the  rule  laid  down  by  Lord  Den- 
rrumy  in  Begina  y.  Birmingh(vm(b)y  which  I  consider  to 
be  very  salutary  and  intelligible  for  the  sessions  to  act 
upon,  and  one  which  ought  not  to  be  frittered  away  by 
nice  distinctiona  Mr.  Palmer  says,  that  he  admits  the 
general  rule,  that,  where  specific  traverses  of  facts  are 
taken,  the  general  traverse  cannot  be  resorted  to;  but 
he  says,  first,  that  at  the  sessions  all  evidence  of  settle- 
ment by  relief  was  abandoned,  and  that,  therefore,  all 
the  grounds  relating  to  this  are  to  be  considered  as 
struck  out;  but  I  think  that  they  are  to  be  construed  as 

(a)  2  New  Sess.  Cas.  283.  (b)  2  New  Sess.  Cas.  283. 


y- 
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vhen  serred,  and  not  as  Taried  hy  irhat  took  place  at  the 
seaeiuas.  He  then  says,  as  the  examinationB  disclosed 
,  only  evidence  of  settlements,  and  not  the  Bettlements 
themselTes,  that,  under  the  general  traverse,  the  appel- 
lants might  contest  the  existence  of  the  order.  I  think 
this  distinction  immaterial  If  the  ezaminatioDS  dis- 
close several  evidences  of  settlement,  and  the  grounds 
of  appeal  deny  some  of  them,  though  there  may  be  a 
general  denial  of  the  settlement,  it  must  be  taken  to 
admit  all  which  are  not  specifically  denied.  If  this  rule 
Trere  not  to  be  adhered  to,  the  denial  of  some  touM 
operate  as  a  trap,  and  tend  to  mislead  the  other  aide- 
The  distiactlon  u^ed  in  this  case  ia,  that  one  of  the 
evidences  of  settlement  unexplained Tould  beconcliisive, 
and  therefore,  that  it  was  useless  to  deny  the  other  if  that 
vasadmitted;  but  I  do  not  think  so.  This  ordermi^t 
possibly  not  have  been  good  oi^nally,  or  it  may  never 
have  been  served,  or  a  subsequent  settlement  may  have 
been  gained;  but  if  I  amnotri^tupon  this,!  stand  upon 
the  general  rule  as  laid  down  by  Lord  DmrnaiL  I  am 
glad  to  have  had  this  opportunity  of  expressing  my 
opinion  upon  this  subject,  and  the  more  so,  as  decisions 
on  these  matters  are  about  to  pass  from  us  to  the  ses- 
sions; and  I  hope  that,  in  construing  such  matters,  they 
Trill  give  the  general  rule  a  broad  and  inflexible  inter- 
pretation. 

Eelb,  J. — I  have  had  considerable  doubt  upon  the  tii- 
gument  of  this  case,  but  not  sufficient  to  lead  mo  to 
differ  from  the  rest  of  the  Court  I  think  that  these 
instruments  are  to  be  construed  so  as  to  give  effect  to 
the  intention  of  the  parties,  as  that  intention  is  to  be 
gathered  from  the  words  used,  taking  those  words  in 
their  natural  and  ordinary  meaning.  I  think  that  the 
framer  of  these  grounds  of  appeal  did  not  intend  to  tra- 
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yerse  the  fact  of  the  existence  of  an  order — ^he  traverses  i849. 

relief,  and  denies  the  chargeability  and  inhabitancy;  and  TheO^m 

if  he  had  intended  to  traverse  the  order,  he  would  have  ,  ,    *'• 

.        .  InhabitaDte  of 

denied  it  by  a  specific  ground  of  appeal  St.  Ma&t, 

BVNOAT. 

Orders  confirmed. 


The  QuBBN  V,  Thomas  Holborow.  Nov.  28. 

v/N  appeal  against  an  order  of  affiliation,  under  the  The  notice  of 
hands  and  seals  of  two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  ^^^^^^^ 
peace  for  the  county  of  Wilts,  dated  October  16,  1848,  J^^]°*f  ""' 
whereby  Thomas  Holborow  was  adjudged  to  be  the  pu-  tardv  Act), 
tative  father  of  a  bastard  child,  of  which  Lucy  VTitchell  the  conditions 
had  then  been  lately  delivered,  when  the  appeal  was  ^i^oJf°°^" 
called  on,  the  counsel  for  the  appellant  proposed  to     ifthepro- 

.       .         perrecog- 

prove  his  notices ;  when  he  was  met  by  an  objection  nisance  is  not 
from  the  counsel  for  the  respondent,  that  the  notice  of  ^^"^^^ 
recognisance  was  not  sufficient,  inasmuch  as  upon  the  ^ ooXmtiSe 
face  of  the  said  notice  it  did  not  appear  that  the  recog-  order, 
nisance  was  conditioned  as  required  by  8  Vict  c.  10, 
a  3.    The  court  of  quarter  sessions  allowed  the  objec- 
tion, refrised  to  allow  the  appeal,  and  the  order  stood 
confirmed,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
BencL    The  notices  were  as  follows: — 

(A).— «  To  Lucy  WitchelL 

"  As  the  attorney  for  and  on  behalf  of  Thomas  Hol- 
borow, of  Sopsworth,  in  the  county  of  Wilts,  farmer,  I 
hereby  give  you  notice  that  the  said  Thomas  Holborow 
did,  on  the  16th  day  of  October  instant,  enter  into  a 
recognisance  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  acting  in  and 
for  the  county  of  Wilts,  such  justice  of  the  peace  being 
one  of  the  two  justices  of  the  peace  making  the  order 
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1849.  hereinafter  mentioned,  to  try  his  appeal  at  the  general 
ThA  qjmn  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Wilts,  to 
_     V-  be  holden  at  Devizes  in  the  said  county,  after  the  pe- 

HOLBOBOW.  . 

riod  of  fourteen  days  next  after  the  making  of  the  said 
order,  against  an  order  of  affiliation  made  on  the  said 
16th  day  of  October  instant,  whereby  he  was  adjudged 
to  be  the  putative  father  of  a  bastard  child,  of  which 
you  had  then  been  lately  delivered. — ^Dated  this  19th 
of  October,  184a" 

(B).— "  To  Lucy  WitchelL 
"  Take  notice,  that  I,  the  undersigned  Thomas  Hol- 
borow,  did  on  the  16th  day  of  October  instant,  enter  into 
a  recognisance,  before  George  Heneage  Walker  Hene- 
age.  Esquire,  and  the  Rev.  John  Guthrie,  or  one  of  them, 
being  the  justices  or  a  justice  of  the  peace  acting  in  and 
for  the  coimty  of  Wilts,  to  try  my  appeal  at  the  general 
quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Wilts,  to 
be  holden  at  Deyizes  in  the  said  county,  after  the  pe- 
riod of  fourteen  days  next  after  the  making  of  the  order 
herein  mentioned,  against  an  order  of  affiliation  made 
on  the  said  16th  day  of  October  instant,  whereby  I  was 
adjudged  to  be  the  putative  father  of  a  bastard  child, 
of  which  you  had  then  been  lately  delivered. — Dated 
this  19th  October,  1848." 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  are  these 
notices  sufficient,  without  a  further  statement  of  the 
condition  of  the  recognisance?  If  the  Court  should  be 
of  opinion  that  these  notices  are  not  sufficient,  then  the 
order  of  sessions  and  the  order  of  the  justices  are  to  be 
confirmed.  If  the  Court  should  be  of  the  contrary  opin- 
ion, then  the  said  appeal  to  be  sent  back  to  the  court 
of  quarter  sessions  to  be  heard. 

Hodges,  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. — By  stat 
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7  &  8  Vict  a  101,  s.  4,  the  putative  father  was  entitled        i849. 
to  appeal,  upon  giving  notice  of  appeal  to  the  woman,    ^^  qukn 
and  entering  into  a  certain  recognisance:  and  if  the  fa-     _    *• 
ther  did  not  enter  the  appeal  at  the  sessions,  the  woman 
could  not  get  the  costs,  though  she  had  attended  there 
in  consequence  of  the  notice;  but  by  stat  8  Vict,  c  10, 
a  3,  he  must  enter  into  a  recognisance  with  certain  con- 
ditions, and  must  forthwith  give  notice  in  writing  to  the 
woman  of  his  having  entered  into  such  recognisance; 
and  it  is  submitted,  that,  in  the  notice  to  the  woman, 
the  recognisance  ought  to  be  set  out,  that  she  may  see 
whether  it  contains  the  proper  conditions. 

Sladey  contr^ — ^The  statute  only  directs  the  man  to 
give  notice  in  writing  to  the  woman  of  his  having  so 
entered  into  such  recognisance,  but  nothing  is  said  of 
the  condition.  In  the  schedule  No.  9,  giving  the  form 
of  recognisance,  there  is  no  provision  for  binding  the 
man  at  alL  The  intention  of  the.  Act  was  only  that  the 
man  should  inform  the  woman  that  he  has  taken  all  the 
steps  necessary  to  enable  him  to  try  his  appeal;  here  it 
might  have  been  proved  that  the  recognisance  contained 
the  condition  required  by  the  Act — [Stopped  by  the 
Court] 

Pattbson,  J. — I  think  that  this  notice  was  sufficient, 
and  that  the  sessions  had  no  right  to  confirm  the  order. 
In  the  way  this  case  is  drawn  up,  the  result  of  our  deci- 
sion is,  that  it  is  to  be  sent  back  to  the  sessions.  We 
have  often  refused  to  hear  cases,  where  the  question  sub- 
mitted to  us  is  such  that  the  result  of  our  decision  is 
not  final     This  is  not  to  be  taken  as  a  precedent 

Eble,  J. — I  think  that  the  notice  to  the  mother  was 
sufficient  to  satisfy  the  statute.   The  recognisance  which 

VOL.  III.  BEE  K.  a  0. 
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1849.  would  be  returned  to  the  sessions  would  shew  if  the  ap- 
The  Qvm  P^l^^^^  had  a  locus  standi  in  court;  if  he  had  not,  they 
„    V-  had  no  riirht  to  confirm  the  order  and  make  him  pay  the 

costs. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed,  and  case  sent  back  to  the 
sessions  (a). 

(a)  Coleridge,  J.,  had  left  the  Court, 


INDEX 


TO  THl 


PRINCIPAL     MATTERS 


AFTIDAVIT. 

JShifitiemcy  qf-^usUces  not  stated  to  he 
tjfike  Qwmjtm — Seib  Evidence,  (2). 

APPEAL 

^I).   Lu/naiic — PofrtiM  to  Appeal — 

CoiU. 

An  order  of  t^vo  justices  adjudicat- 
ing <di«  settlement  of  a  lunatic  pauper 
^  be  in  the  parish  of  S.,  directed  the 
'^verseeiB  of  that  parish  to  pay  to  the 
treasurer  of  the  union  of  M.  the  ex- 
penses which  the  parish  of  C,  form- 
ing part  of  the  union  of  M.,  had  in- 
curred in  maintaining  the  pauper.  S. 
4kppealed;  and  the  sessions  quashed 
the  order,  and  directed  the  orerseers 
<^  GL  to  pay  to  l^e  overseers  of  S.  the 
«um  of  62/.  for  «nd  towards  the  costs 
«nd  charges  which  the  overseers  of  S. 
4um1  been  put  to,  in  and  about  the  said 
^peal. 

On  objection  that  the  order  lor  costs 
could  not  be  made  on  0^  because  it 
Hiid  not  appear  to  be  a  party  to  the 
appeal: — Hddy  that  the  order  was 
'^good,  as  it  was  sufficiently  clear  that 
C.  was  substantially  the  respondent, 
.«nd  therefore  {liable  to  an  order  for 
«08ts.     Regma  v«  Chatham,  2S5 

(2),  £ntry  aaid  respite  of—See  Prac- 
tice, (1). 


(3).  Power  to  respite — See  Ses- 
sions, (2). 
(4).  Adjoewmmmd  of  JudgmmU  in — 

See  Sessions,  (3). 
(5).   To  Special  Sessions — See  No- 
tice, (1). 
(6).  Notice  of,  how  reckoned — High- 
ways— See  Sessions,  (4). 

(7).  Eight  of-— See  Sessions,  (5). 

(8).   Sickness  or  Accident  grotmd  of 
Appeal — SeeOBS>ERofB,EUoyAL,  (2). 

(9).  Notice  qfcaamot  be  served  on  Sun- 
day— See  Bastard  (1). 

(10).    When  irremovabUty  not  ground 
of  Appeal — See  Residence,  (2). 

(11).  By  Overseers  ami  Guardians 
against  Lwruxtic  Order — See  Luna- 
tic, (3). 

(12).  Exe/mption  from  RaJte  should  he 
claimed  6y  Appeal — See  Highways, 

ASSAULT. 

None  where  Consent, 

Where  three  boys  were  indicted  for 
a  common  assault  upon  a  girl  of  the 
i^^e  of  nine  years,  and  it  was  proved 
that  each  had  had  connexion  with  her, 
but  the  jury  found  that  she  was  an 
assenting  party: — Held,  that  they 
were  improperly  convicted.  Regina 
V.  Bead,  405 

E  E  e2 
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BASTARD, 


BAIL. 

In  MiadenMcmor — See  Jurisdictiok 
^Justices,  (5). 

BASTARD. 

(1).  Evidence  of  Mother — NoUoe  of 

Appeal, 

On  an  appeal  under  8  &  9  Yict. 
c.  10,  s.  6,  against  an  order  for  the 
•  maintenance  of  a  bastard  child,  the 
mother  is  a  competent  witness  for 
either  party,  and  may  be  called  by  the 
appellant  to  prove  notice  of  appeal  un- 
der 7  &  8  Vict  c.  101,  s.  4. 

Notice  of  appeal  imder  the  7  <fe  8 
Vict.  c.  101,  s.  4,  (Bastardy  Act),  is 
in  the  nature  of  process,  and  cannot 
be  legally  served  on  a  Sunday.  There- 
fore, where  an  order  in  bastardy  was 
made  at  five  o'clock  in  the  afternoon 
of  Saturday,  and  a  written  notice  of 
appeal  was  served  on  tlie  mother  at 
nine  o^clock  on  the  Monday  following 
— Hdd,  that  the  notice  was  in  time, 
as  it  was  given  within  twenty-four 
legal  hours  after  the  order  appealed 
against  had  been  made.  Regina  v. 
JueHces  of  Middlesex j  152 

(2).  FarmqfOrd&r, 

An  order  in  bastardy  on  a  printed 
form  following  the  form  of  the  sche- 
dule annexed  to  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  10, 
stated  that  the  putative  father  apj^ear- 
ed  in  pursuance  of  the  summons,  but 
did  not  state  that  the  evidence  on 
which  the  order  was  made  was  given 
"in  the  presence  and  hearing"  of  the 
defendant :  those  words  being  struck 
out  of  the  form  without  any  reason 
assigned: — Ilddy  that  the  order  was 
invalid. 

If  the  person,  against  whom  pro- 
ceedings in  bastardy  are  taken,  ap- 
pears,- the  witnesses  against  him  ought 
to  be  examined  in  his  presence,  and  a 
statement  of  that  fact  ought  to  appear 
in  the  order,  or  special  reasons  be  sug- 


gested in  it  to  account  for  the  omis- 
sion of  such  statement.  Regina  ▼. 
Duke  of  GrafUm,  157 

(3).  Ch^  horn  of  Maaried  Woman, 

Under  the  stot  7  &  8  Vict  c.  101, 
justices  have  jurisdiction  to  make  an 
order  in  bastardy  on  the  putative  &ther 
of  an  illegitimate  child  bom  of  a  mar- 
ried woman,  although  the  statute  only 
uses  the  words  "  single  woman.**  Re- 
gina V.  CoUingwood,  252 

(4).  Petty  Sessional  Division — Juris- 
diction qf  Justices — Sessions. 

Where  the  caption  of  an  order  in 
bastardy  stated  t^at  it  was  made  at  a 
petty  session  of  her  Majesty's  justices 
of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  &c.y 
holden  in  and  for  the  petty  sessional 
division  of  H.,  in  the  said  county,  at 
H.  aforesaid,  and  it  appeared  that  Uiere ' 
was  no  petty  sessional  division  of  H., 
but  that  there  was  a  petty  sessional 
division  of  L.  B.,  which  included  H. 
and  its  neighbourhood,  and  the  jus- 
tices who  made  the  order  were  resident 
in  H.,  and  that  they  usually  acted  at 
H.,  which  was  one  of  the  places  within 
the  petty  sessional  division  of  L.  B., 
for  £ver8  townships  in  the  neighbour- 
hood, including  the  place  wl^re  the 
woman  resided  and  the  town  of  H., 
and  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  de- 
cided, that  by  the  words  "  a  petty  ses- 
sion holden  in  and  for  the  petty  ses- 
sional division  of  H.,**  they  understood 
the  petty  session  in  and  for  the  petty 
sessional  division  of  L.  B.,  holden  ivb 
H.,  and  confirmed  the  order : — 

Held,  1,  that  the  description  of  the 
petty  sessional  division  in  the  caption 
was  incorrect,  and  that  the  order  was 
bad. 

ffeld,  2,  that  no  justices  could  have 
jurisdiction  originally  but  those  who 
acted  for  the  petty  sessional  division 
in  which  the  woman  who  applies  for 
the  summons  resides. 


BASTARD. 


BRIDGE. 
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Eddy  3,  that  the  court  of  quarter 
sessions  was  right  in  taking  judicial 
notice  of  the  petty  sessional  division. 
Regina  v.  Whittles,  397 

(5).  Second  Application  hy  Woman — 
Sessions — Evidence, 

Where  a  woman,  on  the  19th  June, 
1847;  applied  to  a  petty  sessions  at 
W.,  in  ihe  county  of  0.,  while  resident 
therein^  for  an  order  on  the  putative 
&ther  of  a  child,  which  was  bom  on 
the  22nd  March,  1847,  and  the  appli- 
cation was  dismissed  for  a  defect  in 
the  evidence;  and,  on  the  19th  Feb- 
ruary, 1848,  having  removed  to  the 
county  of  B.,  made  another  applica- 
tion against  the  same  person  to  a  petty 
sessions  there,  and  the  justices  made 
an  order  upon  the  putative  &ther,  who 
appealed  to  the  quarter  sessions,  by 
whom  tibe  order  was  confirmed  with- 
out hearing  the  evidence  of  the  wo- 
man:— 

Held,  that,  though  a  dismissal  of 
the  first  application  upon  the  merits 
would  have  been  an  answer  to  the  se- 
cond, provided  it  was  made  out  by 
evidence,  yet  that  the  second  petty 
sessions,  and  the  court  of  quarter  ses- 
sions, having  a  general  jurisdiction 
over  the  subject-matter,  and  being 
bound  to  hear  and  decide  upon  the 
evidence,  their  decision  was  final,  and 
would  not  be  reviewed  by  this  Court. 

Held,  also,  that,  under  8  Vict,  c  10, 
the  woman  need  not  be  examined  on 
the  trial  of  an  appeal  against  an  order 
in  bastardy ;  but  that,  if  she  be  ten- 
dered as  evidence,  she  must  be  corro- 
borated in  some  material  particular  by 
other  testimony.  Regina  v.  Justices 
i^  Buckin/ghamslme,  500 

(6).  Supersedeas — Indictnu^for  Dis- 
obedience  qf  Order, 

Under  the  stat  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101, 
an  order  in  bastardy,  invalid  on  the 
&oe  of  it,  was  made  and  afterwards 
superseded  by  the  same  magistrates. 


and  upon  a  fresh  applitotion,  a  second 
order  was  made,  against  which  there 
was  no  appeal : — 

Held,  that  the  second  order  was 
valid,  and  an  indictment  for  disobe- 
dience to  such  order  was  upheld.  Re- 
gina V.  Brisby,  591 

(7).  Child  bom  Abroad  of  a  foreign 

Woman, 

An  order  in  bastardy  cannot  be 
made  in  respect  of  an  illegitimate 
child  bom  abroad  of  a  foreign  woman. 
Regina  v.  Blcme,  597 

(8).  Rower  of  Justices  to  entertam  Se- 
cond Application  for  Order  in  Bas- 
tardy. 

Where  a  woman  made  an  applica- 
tion for  an  order  in  bastardy,  under 
Stat  7  <fe  8  Vict.  c.  101,  to  justices  at 
petty  sessions,  and  they,  after  having 
heard  the  evidence  on  her  behalf,  dis- 
missed the  complaint,  on  the  ground 
that  her  evidence  had  not  been  corro- 
borated in  any  material  particular : — 

Held,  that  she  was  not  barred  from 
making  a  second  application  within 
the  time  limited  by  the  statute.  Jones 
V.  Mcu^verh,  629 

(9).  Notice  of  Recognisance  need  not 
state  Condition  <f  Recogrdscmoe.     ^ 

The  notice  of  recognisance  under 
Stat  8  Vict.  c.  10,  s.  3,  (Bastardy  Act), 
need  not  state  the  conditions  of  the 
recognisance. 

If  the  proper  recognisance  is  not  en- 
tered into,  the  sessions  have  no  power 
to  confirm  the  order.  Regina  v.  Hoi- 
borow,  723 

BRIDGE. 

(1).  Presentment  of  Cowrdy  Bridge — 
See  Jurisdiction  o/*  Justices,  (4). 

(2).  Wlh&n  not  exempt  from  Highway 
Rate — .See  Highways  (2). 
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CAPTION  OF  EXAMINATIONS. 


CAPTION  OF  DEPOSITION. 

InUdtrngnl  for  FaiUe  Pretefnce9 — Suffir- 
dency  of  Caption  of  Deposition, 

Where,  upon  the  trial  of  a  prisoner 
for  obtaining  a  promissory  note  by 
false  pretences,  it  appeared  that  the 
prosecutrix  was  absent  through  ill- 
ness, and  her  deposition,  proved  to 
have  been  regularly  taken  before  a 
magistrate,  was  offered  in  evidence 
and  received,  and  the  caption  of  the 
deposition  stated  that  it  had  been 
taken  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner, 
''who  is  now  charged  before  me  for 
obtaining  money  and  other  valuable 
securities  for  money  from  the  prose- 
cutrix :" — Hdd,  that  the  caption  suf- 
ficiently described  the  charge  against 
the  prisoner,  and  that  the  deposition 
was  properly  received  in  evidence. 
Begina  v.  Lcmgridge,  645 

CAPTION  OF  EXAMINATIONS. 

(1).  Not  nMe88<vryfor  eocA  Excmwno' 

tion. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  each  exa- 
mination on  which  an  order  of  re- 
moval is  founded,  should  contain  a 
separate  heading.  It  is  sufficient  if 
the  heading  of  the  first  contain  the 
names  of  idl  the  witnesses,  and  the 
statement  of  each  vritness  refers  to 
such  heading.  Regina;  v.  St,  Micka/d^s, 
CofverUryj  260 

(2).  ^.alemefnt  of  Compilmni, 

Where  the  caption  of  an  examina- 
tion only  stated  that  it  was  taken 
upon  the  complaint  of  the  overseers 
touching  the  chargeability  and  settle- 
ment of  the  pauper  : — Hdd  insuffi- 
cient, ErUf  J.f  dissentiente.  Regina 
V.  Ashwell,  278 

(3).   btalemerU  of  ComplaifU, 

The  caption  of  examinations  ought 
to  state  not  only  that  they  were  taken 


upon  the  complaint  of  the  oveneen, 
but  also  the  subject-matter  of  the 
complaint.     Regina  v.  HheffiM,    !S82 

(4).  CcmpioMd,  tuffidency  of. 

^  Where  the  caption  of  an  examina- 
tion  only  stated  that  \t  was  taken  on 
the  complaint  of  the  overseers  touch- 
ing the  place  of  residence,  chaigeabi* 
lity,  and  the  List  place  of  legal  settle^ 
ment  of  the  pauper: — HdS^  insuffi- 
cient    Regina  v.  Gomersaly  284 

{5)^unU — Examination  and  Groundg 
qf  Appeal, 

Where  it  appeared  from  the  cap* 
tion  of  an  examination,  that  die  exa- 
mination had  been  taken  on  the  com* 
plaint  of  the  removing  parish  before 
two  justices  who  were  named,  and  the 
examination  was  signed  by  two  per- 
sons bearing  the  same  names  as  those 
in  the  caption,  but  the  words  "  before 
us*'  in  the  jurat  were  omitted : — 

Held,  that  it  sufficiently  appeared 
that  the  oath  was  administered  to  the 
examinani  in  the  presence  of  the  jus- 
tices who  took  the  examination. 

The  examination  set  out  a  birth 
settlement,  and  then  proceeded  to  set 
out  a  derivative  settlement,  whidi  the 
respondents  failed  to  prove  at  the 
trial: — 

Heldy  that  the  birth  settlement  not 
being  traversed  by  the  appellants,  it 
must  be  taken  to  be  admitted^  Re^ 
gvna  v.  EUeamere,  561 

(6).  StifficienUy  shem  Jwisdietum  of 

JtuHcee. 

The  caption  of  an  examination 
stated,  that  the  examinations  were 
taken  before  two  justices  in  and  for  the 
West  Biding,  at  Pontefract,  upon  the 
complaint  of  the  overseers,  drc,and  that 
the  said  pauper  hath  come  to  inhabit 
and  is  now  inhabiting,  kc: — 

Heldy  that  it  sufficiently  appeared 
on  the  &ce  of  the  caption,  that  me  ex- 
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aminatioii  and  complaint  were  taken 
at  the  same  time.     Regina  y,  Oocle^ 

668,  n. 
CERTIFICATE-MAN. 

Power  to  gain  SeUlemerU — See  Exam- 
ination AND  Grounds  of  Ap- 
peal^ (1). 

CERTIORA.RI. 

Order  hy  CUrgymam  sending  Lmueiic 
to  cm  Asylwn  not  remavahle  hy  Cer^ 
tiorari — See  Lunatic,  (6). 

CHARGEABILITY. 

(1).  Notice  of,  hoto  signed. 

Notice  of  chargeability  onder  the  4 
k  5  Will  4,  c  76,  s.  79,  was  signed  by 
three  persons,  describing  themselves 
'^  Overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  pa- 
rish of  M.  :** — Hddjthai  those  who  had 
signed  the  notice  might  be  presumed 
to  be  a  majority  of  the  parish  officers, 
and,  as  such,  competent  to-  sign,  with- 
out stating  themselves  tO"  be  a  ma- 
jority.    jRegina  v.  Cdeme,  143 

(2).  Paaiiciidmriiy  of  Notice. 

The  notice  of  chargeability  should 
state  the  names  of  the  paupers ;  and 
such  a  notice  stating  ''  that  the  per- 
Bons  named  in  the  order*  hereunto  an- 
nexed **  had  become  chargeable,  writ- 
ten on  one  side  of  a  piece  of  paper,  on 
the  other  side  of  which  was  the  copy 
order  of  removal  referred  to  in  the  no- 
tice, and  which  contained  the  names 
of  the  paupers,  is  insufficient.  Regma 
v.  Oimersaly  284 

(3).  Suffieiency  of,  vmder  Local  Ad — 
See  Examinations  and  Grounds 
op  Appeal,  (9). 

CHURCH-RATE. 

(1).  For  what  Expenses  applioable — 
Mamdarrms. 

A  ohuroh-rate-  made  pursuant  to  a 


resolution  of  a  vestry  was  stated,  in 
the  heading  of  the  rate,  to  be  made 
<'  for  and  towards  the  repurs  of  the 
church,  and  other  incidental  charges 
of  the  said  parish:" — Held,  that  ^e 
rate  was  bad,  because  it  appeared  to 
be  made  not  exclusively  to  defray  ex- 
penses to  which  a  church-rate  is  ap- 
plicable. 

Although,  by  the  53  Geo.  3,  c.  127, 
s.  7,  if  any  person  refuse  to  pay  a 
church-rate  duly  assessed  upon  him, 
the  validity  of  which  has  not  been 
questioned  in  any  ecclesiastical  court, 
a  magistrate  may  grant  a  warrant  to 
bring  such  person  before  two  justices, 
who  may  examine  into  the  complaint, 
and  order  payment,  kc,  this  Court 
will  not  compel  by  mandamus  a  ma- 
gistrate to  issue  his  warrant  where  the 
rate  is  manifestly  bad.  JRegina  v. 
WHkinson,  180 

COMMITMENT,  WARRANT  OF. 
See  Conviction. 

COMPLAINT. 

(1).  StaJtement  of, in  Caption — See  Cap- 
tion op  Examinations,  (2). 

(2).  Subject-matter  must  be  stated — 
See  Caption  op  Examinations,  (3). 

(3).  Statement  of,  in  Caption,  insuffi- 
cient— See  Caption  op  Examina- 
tion, (4). 

CONSTABLE. 

QualificcUion  of  Deputy, 

A  deputy  parish  constable,  nomi- 
nated by  his  principal,  and  approved 
of  by  the  justices  at  special  sessions, 
may  be  sworn  in  and  act  as  such  de- 
pu^,  although  his  name  is  not  con- 
tained in  the  list  made  out  by  the  in- 
habitants in  vestry  assembled,  and  re- 
turned to  the  justices  as  the  list  of 
persons  qualified  to  serve  such  office, 
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pursuant  to  the  stai  5  k  6  Vict  c. 
109.     Begma  V.  Booth,  303 

CONVICTION. 

(1).  Warrcmt  of  CofnmitmerU — Juria- 
cUction  ofJvsticea — Masters  cmd  Ser- 
vcmU  Act, 

In  proceedings  under  the  4  Qeo.  4, 
c.  34,  (Artificers  Act),  it  is  not  corn- 
pent  to  magistrates  who  have  com- 
mitted an  offender  to  prison  by  a  war- 
ranty afterwards  to  draw  up  a  convic- 
tion to  be  returned  to  the  sessions; 
a  warrant  of  conmiitment  being  the 
only  instrument  authorised  by  the  act 

SemtiU,  that  such  a  warrant  is  in 
the  nature  of  an  order. 

A  warrant  of  commitment  under 
the  above  act  stated  that  W.  L.,  ^^  ser- 
vant to  J.  W.'*  and  others  ''  as  a  col- 
lier, hath  in  his  service  with  the  said 
J.  W.>  &a,  been  guilty  of  divers  misde- 
meanors towards  his  said  masters,  and 
hath  absented  himself  from  the  service 
of  the  said  J.  W.,  &c.,  before  the  term 
of  his  contract  with  them  was  com- 
pleted, contrary  to  the  form  of  the  sta- 
tute," kc  The  person  committed  to 
prison  under  this  warrant  was  dis- 
charged by  habeas  corpus,  and  brought 
an  action  for  false  imprisonment 
against  the  committing  magistrate: — 
Edd,  that  the  warrant  was  bad,  and 
no  answer  to  the  action,  because  it  did 
not  state  either  that  the  contract  was 
in  writing,  or  that  the  service  had  been 
entered  upon,  one  of  those  two  cir- 
cumstances being  essential  to  give  the 
magistrate  jurisdiction  to  commit; 
and  that  he  could  not  protect  himself 
by  a  conviction  drawn  up  after  the 
discharge  of  the  prisoner  by  habeas 
corpus,  supplying  the  defects  in  the 
commitment.   Lmdaay  v.  Leigh,     99 

(2).  'Forcible  Entry — Jurisdiction  of 

Jvsticea. 

In  order  to  justify  a  conviction  by 
ustioes  under  stats.  15  Eich.  2,  c.  2, 


and  8  Hen.  6,  a  9,  it  must  be  proved 
before  them  that  there  was  as  well  an 
unlawful  entry  on  the  premises,  as  a 
forcible  detainer. 

Where  a  conviction  stated  that  jus- 
tices had  convicted  G.  A.  of  forcible 
detainer  upon  their  own  view,  and  that 
afterwards  a  complaint  was  made  to 
the  justices  that  the  said  G.  A.  forci- 
bly entered  the  premises,  and  that  no- 
tice of  such  complaint  was  given  to 
the  said  G.  A.,  who  received  the  said 
notice  but  said  nothing,  and  then  went 
on  to  allege  that  the  justices  received 
evidence  on  oath  of  the  unlawfol  en- 
try:— Held,  that  the  conviction  was 
bad,  for  not  shewing  that  G.  A.  had 
been  summoned  to  answer  the  charge 
of  the  unlawful  entry,  or  that  he  had 
had  any  opportunity  afforded  him  of 
defending  himself  against  such  charge. 
Attwood  V.  Jdiffty  116 

(3).  Trespass — AssauU — PendUy,  to 
tohom  to  be  paid. 

By  Stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c.  31,  s.  27,  it  is 
enacted,  that,  in  cases  of  assault  against 
the  person,  it  shall  be  lawftil  for  two 
justices  "  to  hear  and  determine  such 
offence,  and  the  offender,  upon  convic- 
tion thereof  before  them,  shall  forfeit 
and  pay  such  fine  as  shall  ^pear  to 
them  to  be  meet,  not  exceeding,  to- 
gether with  the  costs  (if  ordered),  the 
sum  of  oL,  which  fine  shaU  be  paid  to 
some  one  of  the  overseers  of  the  poor,  or 
to  some  other  (officer  of  the  parish,  town- 
skip,  or  place  in  which  the  offence  shaU 
have  been  committed,  to  be  by  such 
overseer  or  officer  paid  over  to  the  use 
of  the  general  county  rate  of  the  county, 
riding,  or  division  in  which  such  pa- 
rish &c.  shall  be  situate.*' 

Sect  36  enacts  that  no  conviction 
under  this  act  shall  be  quashed  forwant 
of  form. 

A  conviction  under  sect  27  ordered 
the  penalty  to  be  paid  to  the  treasurer 
of  the  county  in  which  the  offence  was 
committed : — HeUi,ihaX  the  conviction 
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WB8  bad  in  this  respect^  and  no  defence 
to  an  action  of  trespass  against  the  con- 
victing justices.  Chaddock  v.  WiJIr- 
braham,  226 

(4),  Masters  (mdSerwmtsAist — InfamX 
— Agrwrnemt  void. 

An  agreement  in  writing  was  en- 
tered into  by  an  infant  to  serve  a  mas- 
ter, and  no  one  else,  for  twelve  months. 
The  infant  entered  into  the  service  im- 
der  the  agreement.  By  the  terms  of  the 
agreement  the  master  was  authorised  to 
atop  the  wages  of  the  in£emt  at  any  time 
during  which  the  master's  steam-engine 
should  for  any  reason  stop  working, 
but  the  master  was  not  compelled  to 
provide  employment  for  the  infant  dur- 
ing such  time : — Held,  that  the  agree- 
ment was  inequitable  and  void,  and  the 
Court  quashed  a  conviction  of  the  in- 
fant under  the  4  Qeo.  4,  c.  34,  for  ab- 
senting himself  without  leave.  Ee- 
ffina  V.  Lord,  246 

(5).  VaUdiit/  under  Beer  Act — Costs. 

A  conviction  under  the  11  Geo.  4 
&  1  Will.  4,  c.  64,  ss.  13,  15,  (for  the 
general  sale  of  beer,  <&;c.),  amended  by 
the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  8d,  and  the  3  &  4 
Vict  c.  61,  alleged,  that,  on  &c,  J.  W., 
of  the  parish  of  Asbford,  in  the  county 
of  K.,  was  duly  convicted  before  <fec., 
justices  <&c.,  acting  in  petty  sessions  in 
and  for  the  division  of  Ashford  in  the 
said  county,  for  that  be,  the  said  J.  W., 
being  such  seller  of  beer,  <fec;,  and  li- 
censed <bc.,  did,  on  <fec,  permit  drunk- 
enness and  other  disorderly  conduct  in 
the  house  and  premises  mentioned  in 
such  license,  and  situate  in  the  said 
parish  of  Ashford,  in  the  county  of  K. 
aforesaid,  against  the  tenor  of  such  li- 
cense &c.,  and  contrary  to  the  form  of 
the  said  statutes ;  whereby  the  said  J. 
W.  has  forfeited  the  sum  of  10^.  &c., 
this  being  adjudged  to  be  his  second 
offence,  &c.;  and  we  the  said  justices 
do  hereby  award  one  moiety  of  the  said 
penalty  of  10/.,  after  deducting  the  costs 


attending  this  conviction,  to  the  use  of 
J.  C,  of  &c.,  police  constable,  the  pro- 
secutor herein,  and  the  other  moiety, 
being  the  remainder  of  the  said  pe- 
nalty, after  deducting  the  costs  as 
aforesaid,  to  be  paid  to  the  treasurer 
of  the  county  of  K. : — Held,  that  if  it 
were  necessary,  in  order  to  give  the  jus- 
tices jurisdiction  that  the  house  of  the 
plaintiff  should  be  situate  within  the 
sessional  division  for  which  they  acted, 
that  such  fact  did  sufficiently  appear 
on  the  face  of  the  conviction. 

Held  also,  that  the  conviction  need 
not  notice  that  the  prosecution  was 
within  three  months  after  the  offence 
was  committed,  that  being  matter  of 
defence,  and  the  form  given  in  the  sta- 
tute not  requiring  such  statement. 

Held  also,  that  the  offence  was  pro- 
perly stated  to  be  contrary  to  the  form 
of  the  statutes. 

Held  also,  that  the  charge  of  per- 
mitting drunkenness  and  other  disor- 
derly conduct  was  not  double,  and  that 
it  was  sufficiently  certain  without  giv- 
ing the  names  of  the  persons  drunk, 
or  alleging  them  to  be  unknown. 

Held  also,  that  the  allegation  against 
the  tenor  of  the  license  was  sufficient, 
and  that  the  license  need  not  be  set 
out. 

Held  also,  that  there  was  a  good 
adjudication  as  to  costs.   Wra^/y,  Toke, 

290 

(6).  Trespass — Ttco  Convictions  given 
in  Evidence — Mcdidoys  Trespass 
Act. 

Where  a  woman  was  committed  to 
prison  by  a  w^arrant  of  commitment, 
dated  20th  February,  1847,  and  was 
brought  up  by  habeas  corpus  on  the 
17th  March,  but  remanded,  and  one 
conviction  was  filed  at  the  next  Easter 
sessions,  and  another  at  the  Midsum- 
mer sessions  following: — 

Held,  that,  in  an  action  of  trespass 
and  false  imprisonment  brought  by  her 
against  the  justices,  they  might  give 
in  evidence  the  conviction  which  was 
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filed  at  the  Midsummer  sessioDs,  aa 
well  as  that  filed  at  the  Easter  sessions. 

Hdd,  also,  that  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c. 
30,  s.  24,  does  not  apply  to  any  ease 
where  the  damage  done  amounts  to 
more  than  one  shillingy  but  that  such 
eases  are  within  sect  19  or  sect.  20; 
and  that  the  commitment  and  bothcon- 
tictions  were  bad,  for  not  stating  the 
amount  of  the  damage  done. 

Semble,  that  sect.  24  does  not  apply 
to  damage  done  to  trees.  Charter  y. 
Greame,  382 

(7)'.  Adjudging  to  the  Stock  urM  Pay- 
ment of  Costs,  had. 

Where  a  conviction,  under  29  Car. 
i,  c.  7,  adjudged  a  man  to  pay  5«. 
penalty  and  Vis,  for  costs,  and  in  de- 
&ult  of  payment,  that  the  same  should 
Be  levied  by  distress,  and  in  default  of 
sujQBcient  distress,  that  he  be  publicly 
set  in  the  stocks  by  the  space  of  two 
hours,  unless  the  said  several  sums, 
and  all  costs  of  the  distress,  be  sooner 
paid : — 

Hddy  that  the  conviction  was  bad, 
for  adjudging  him  to  the  stocks  for 
two  hours  umess  the  costs  were  sooner 
paid,  as  putting  in  the  stocks  was  not 
a  mode  of  recovering  the  penalty  un- 
der the  Stat  of  Car.  2,  and  therefore 
that  it  was  not  aided  by  the  stat.  1 1 
&  12  Vict  c.  43.     BeginaY.'Ba/rtony 

470 

(8).  Two  Convictions — S'trnm  of— -Jus- 
tices not  interested. 

Where  a  person  had  been  convicted 
under  stat  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  34, 
and  committed  to  prison  by  justices 
of  the  peace,  and  they  had  drawn  up 
two  convictions,  one  of  which  had  been 
returned  to  the  sessions^  but  the  other 
not: — 

ffeld,  that  in  an  action  of  trespass 
and  hk\se  imprisonmentbrought  against 
them  by  such  person,  they  might  rely 
on  both  the  convictions. 

The  first  con viction^  negatived  that 


the  water  ran  through  land  adjoining' 
or  belonging  to  the  dwelling-house  of 
the  complainant: — 

ffeld  sufficient,  and  that  it  need  not 
negative  that  the  water  ran  through 
land  adjoining  or  belonging  to  the 
dwelling-house  of  any  other  person, 
being  the  owner,  or  having  the  right 
of  fishing  therein. 

Where  a  complainantThad  a  right  of 
fishery  under  a  lease  fi'om  the  mayor, 
aldermen,  and  burgesses  of  theborough 
of  Cambridge,  under  the  corporate 
seal,  in  which  was  contained  a  proviso, 
that  tile  mayor,  aldermen,  and  conn« 
cillore  for  the  time  being  might  fish  at 
their  free  will  and  pleasure,  but  the 
lease  had  not  been  executed,  nor  any 
counterpart,  by  the  lessee: — 

Held,  that  the  justices,  one  of  whonr 
was  mayor,  and  the  other  an  alderman 
of  the  borough,  were  not  disqualified 
from  hearing  and  deciding  the  com^ 
plaint  by  reason  of  any  intere8t>  in  the' 
matter.     Fuller  v.  Brown,  605 

(9).    When  fraudulentlf/  obtained,  sst 
aside — See  Practicb,  (3)^ 

COSTS. 

(1).  Whm  to  he  ascertained — See  Se9» 
SION8,  (3). 

(2).  Of  Mamdaanus — See  Manda- 
mus, (1). 
{9),  Included  in  Distress  WaimnmUfm 
Poor^mste,  bad — SeeDisTKsasWAJB^ 

RANT,  (1). 

(4).  Ghod  Adjudication  of  under  Beer 
Act — See  Conviction,  (§), 

(5).  Conviction  adjudicating  Pumth-- 
ment  tiU  Costs  paid,  bad— See  Con- 
viction, (7). 

(6).  Of  sending  Lunatic  neglected  dy 
his  Friends  to  Asylum — Se»  Luna- 
tic, (7), 

DISTRESS  WARRANT. 
(1).   Trespass— Poor  Bale-^Costs-^ 


DISTRESS  WARRANT. 


EVIDENCE, 
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Baddnff  of  Wa/mjmt — Damagi 
Demand  of  Wofrramt, 

A.  being  indebted  in  17/.  19tf.  6(2. 
for  poor-rate,  application  was  made  to 
B.  and  C,  two  justices  of  Sussex,  who 
issued  a  warrant  to  levy  that  sum  and 
6«.  for  costs,  making  in  all  18Z.  5tf.  ^, 
No  goods  being  found  in  Sussex,  and 
A.  having  removed  to  Lcmdon,  B.  and 
D.  issued  their  warrant  reciting  tlie 
former  warrant,  and  the  &ct  tbftt  it 
was  impossible  to  levy  the  "said  sum^" 
and  commanding  E.,  the  constable  of 
Sussex,  to  apprehend  A.  and  tlike  him 
to  Petworth  gaol,  there  to  remain; 
without  bail  or  mainprise;  till  he 
should  pay  the  said  sum.  This  war-* 
rant  was  backed  by  the  Lord  Mkyor, 
and  A.,  being  tliereupon  taken  by  E. 
in  London,  waa*  detained  till  he  paidP 
the  sum  of  18Z.  5«.  ^,  While  he  was 
in  custody  the  clerk  of  his  attorney  re-^ 
quested  a  copy  of  the  warrant,  and  af- 
ter some  demur  he  obtained  it.  After 
the  discharge  of  A.,  the  clerk  served 
on  E..a.  formal  written  demand  for  a 
topy  of  the  warrant,  which  was  signed 
by  tiie  attorney  of  A.,  but  no  copy  was 
given^ 

In  an  action  of  trespass  against  B.> 
D.,  and  E.  jointly: — Hddy  1st,  that 
the  warrant  was'bad  in  respect  of  the 
oosts,  and  was  therefore  bad  in  toto/ 
being  indivisible. 

2ttd,;  that  B.  and  D.  were  liable  on 
it  after  it  was  baoked;  the  act  of  back- 
ing being  purely  ministerial. 

3rd,  that  the  damages  could  not  be 
reduced  to*  the  amount  of  the  costs 
merely,  but  that  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  recover  the  rate,  which,  though 
a  just  debt,  had  been  extorted  from 
him  by  illegal  me««. 

4th,  that  the  formal  written  demand 
must  be  complied  with,  though  a  copy 
may  have  Been  previously  given  on  a 
parol  demand  by  the  clerk  of  the  plain- 
tiff's attorney. 

5di,  that  a  demand  signed  by  the 
plaintiff,  hia  attorney,  or  agent,  and! 


served  or  left  by  any  other  person,  is 
a  good  demand  within  the  24  Geo.  2, 
c.  44,  s.  6.     Clark  v.  Woods,        213 

(2).  Ittegai  for  issfumg'  wUhoal  pre-' 
VWU8  Smwnons — Seer  Friendly 
Societies. 

EMANCIPATION. 
JFhen  not  presumed — See  Exahina- 

TXOKS  AimGnOUNDSOF  ApPEAL,  (2.) 

EMBEZZLEMENT. 

What  ConstU/ates — Pouter  of  Recorder 
to  reserve  Case. 

A  recorder  has  power  to  reserve  a 
case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of 
Criminal  Appeal  under  stat.  11  &  12 
Vict  c.  78. 

Where  money  was  received  from  9 
customer  by  the  servant  of  a  shop- 
keeper, and  by  him  paid  over  to  the 
prisoner,  whose  duty  it  was  to  account 
with  the  cashier,  and  pay  over  such 
money  to  him,  and  the  prisoner  frau- 
dulently retained  such  money: — ffelcT,. 
that  he  was  rightly  convicted  of  em-- 
bezzling  it  under  stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,, 
c.  29,  s.  47.     Regina\.  Mastersy  32 G 

EVIDENCE. 

(1).  To  explain  Order  qfSesewne  cmd 
Order  of  QueevCa  BcMh, 

An  order  for  the  removal  of  a  pau- 
per from  P.  to  L.  was  made  in  March, 
1 843 ;  this  order  was  appealed  against^ 
and  quashed  by  ihe  sessions,  subject 
to  a  case,  the  sessions  stating,  that  if 
the  Court  of  Queen*s  Bench  quashed 
the  order  of  sessions,  then  they  quashed 
the  order  of  removal  for  deficiency  in 
the  examinations:  the  order  of  ses- 
sions was  quashed  generally  by  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench. 

Another  order,  dated  26th  July, 
1844,  was  obtained  for  the  removal  of 
the  same  pauper  upon  the  same  settle- 
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ment.  On  appeal  agidnst  this  latter 
order,  it  was  contended  that  tJie  for- 
mer judgment  (which  was  set  out  on 
the  grounds  of  appeal)  was  conclusive. 
The  respondents  offered  no  evidedce  to 
explain  it,  and  the  sessions  refused  to 
permit  the  appellants  to  do  so; — 

Held,  1.  That  the  order  of  sessions 
quashing  the  order  of  removal  for  de- 
ficiency in  the  examinations  was  not 
conclusive,  but  that  evidence  might 
be  given  on  either  side  to  explain  it. 

2.  That  evidence  might  be  given  to 
explain  the  grounds  upon  which  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  proceeded. 

3.  That,  the  former  order  having 
been  quashed  in  consequence  of  an 
omission  to  state  that  "the  rent"  had 
been  paid,  such  a  deficiency  was  on  a 
point  going  to  the  settlement,  and  con- 
clusive.    Regiffia  v.  Leeds,  44 

(2).  Crown-office  Svhpoma — Rated 
Inhabitcmt — Affidomts, 

On  an  application  to  justices  at  petty 
sessions  for  an  order  of  removal,  a  wit- 
ness attending  there  in  obedience  to  a 
Crown-office  subpoena,  cannot  refuse 
to  give  evidence  as  to  the  pauper's  set- 
tlement, on  the  ground  of  his  being 
either  a  rated  inhabitant  or  officer  of 
the  parish  on  which  the  order  is  sought 
to  be  made. 

Affidavits  used  in  moving  for  an 
attachment  for  refusing  to  give  such 
evidence,  did  not  state  that  one  of  the 
justices  at  petty  sessions,  before  whom 
the  witness  was  subpcenaed  to  attend, 
was  of  the  quorum: — Held,  sufficient. 
Beginay,  Vickery,  193 

(3).  IndictmerU — Confessum. 

On  the  trial  of  a  girl  for  administer- 
ing poison  to  her  mistress,  a  medical 
man  proved  a  confession  made  by  the 
prisoner,  and  denied  that  he  had  held 
out  any  inducement  to  her  to  confess. 
It  was  proved  by  a  witness,  who  was 


subsequently  called  for  the  prosecu- 
tion, that  the  medical  man  had  told 
the  prisoner,  in  the  presence  of  her 
mistress,  and  before  she  had  made  esxy 
confession,  "that  it  would  be  better 
for  her  to  tell  the  truth."  The  evidence 
was  not  withdrawn  from  the  jury,  and 
the  prisoner  was  convicted.  The  learn- 
ed judge  reported,  that,  if  that  evi- 
dence had  been  given  before  the  evi- 
dence of  the  confession,  he  would  have 
rejected  such  confession^  and  that^ 
without  the  confession,  there  was  not 
evidence  to  warrant  the  conviction: — 
Heldf  that  the  conviction  was  wrong. 
ffeld,  also,  per  Faiteeonf  J.,  that  a 
prisoner  ought  to  prove  affirmatively 
that  an  inducement  has  been  held  out 
before  evidence  of  a  confession  ought 
to  be  rejected.    Regirta  v.  GofmeTy  329 

(4).  ExctflmTuUions — Effict  of  Letter 
tmitten  by  Clerk  to  Boovrd  of  Gvar- 
diana. 

A  letter  written  by  the  clerk  to  a 
board  of  guardians  to  the  clerk  of  an- 
other board,  directing  relief  to  be  given 
to  a  pauper  on  account  of  his  nnion^ 
and  containing,  in  a  schedule,  an  ad- 
mission of  the  settlement  of  iJie  pau- 
per in  a  particular  parish  of  his  union, 
will  be  presumed  to  be  written  by  the 
direction  of  the  board,  and  will,  tiiere- 
fore,  be  prim&  facie  evidence  of  the 
settlement  of  the  pauper  in  that  pa- 
rish*    Eeginay,  Wigcm^  670 

(5).  Presumption  of  AUowcmoe  <f  In- 
denture— iiee  SjEnrriiEMENT,  I.  (2). 

(6).  Presumption  of  former  Order  be- 
ing executed — See  Examinations 
AND  Gbounds  of  Appeal,  (3). 

(7).  Of  Mother  of  Bastard  Child  ad- 
missible — See  Bastabd,  (1). 

(8).  Proof  of  Bating — iSee  Examina- 
tions AND  Gbounds  of  Appeal, 

(9).  Of  Woman  in  Bastardy — See 
Bastard,  (5). 
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EXAMINATIONS  &  GROUNDS 
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(1).  Marriage — Oertijicaie'man — 
JRenting  a  TenemerU. 

The  examination  of  J.  C.  (the  father 
of  a  pauper)  stated,  that  in  1812  he 
came  to  reside  in  the  respondent  town- 
ship under  a  certificate,  and  from  that 
time  had  dwelt  there  under  the  said 
certificate;  that  in  1812  he  was  le- 
gally married  to  his  wife,  M.,  the  pau- 
peris mother,  and  that  the  pauper  was 
one  of  their  children  born  after  mar- 
riage. 

The  grounds  of  appeal  were,  first, 
that  the  grounds  of  removal,  and  the 
facts  and  evidence  in  support  of  the 
same,  were  not  set  forth  with  suffi- 
cient certainty;  fifteenth,  that,  in  the 
years  1817, 1818, 18l9,  the  said  J.  C. 
acquired  a  settlement  in  the  respond- 
ent township  by  "  settling  upon,  rent- 
ing, and  occupying  a  tenement  of  the 
yearly  value  of  10^.,"  consisting  of  a 
dwelHng-house  rented  by  him  of  J.C., 
sen.  On  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  the 
sessions  thought  that  the  fifteenth 
ground  of  appeal  was  bad,  because  it 
did  not  sufficiently  shew  a  compliance 
with  the  9  &  10  Will.  3,  c.  11,  s.  1, 
or  a  residence  for  forty  days,  and  dis- 
missed the  appeal,  without  hearing  the 
appellant's  evidence,  subject  to  a  case, 
which  directed  that  the  case  should  be 
sent  back  to  be  heard  on  the  merits, 
if  this  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that 
the  fifteenth  ground  was  sufficient: 
— Hddj  that  the  examinations  were 
clearly  not  bad  for  omitting  to  state 
the  place  of  J.  C.'s  marriage.  2.  That 
the  sessions  were  right  in  holding  the 
fifteenth  ground  insufficient  under  the 
9  ik  10  Will  3,  c.  11,  s.  1,  and  that 
they  were  therefore  justified  in  refus- 
ing to  hear  the  appellant's  evidence; 
but  that  the  case  was  improperly 
stated,  and  that  this  Court  would  not 
answer  questions  reserved  for  their 
decision,  where  such  decision  was  not 


to  be  final.     Regina  v.  MofHon-cam- 
Qraftony  5 

(2).  Ernand'paJlnxm, 

The  examinations  to  support  the 
order  of  removal  stated,  that  the  pau- 
per's husband  had  resided  with  his 
father  in  the  appellant  parish  (where 
the  fiEither  had  a  settlement)  as  part  of 
his  family;  that  the  &ther  removed  to 
Chelsea  (whare  he  died)  while  the  son 
was  imder  twenty-one;  but  they  did  not 
expressly  state  that  the  son  was  uneman- 
cipated: — UdAj  that  the  emancipation 
of  the  son  was  not  to  be  presumed, 
and  need  not  be  negatived,  and  that 
therefore  the  examinations  were  suffi- 
cient.   RegvMk  V.  HamynyersTniUhy     84 

(3).  Evide/noa — Fmdmg  of  Seawynx. 

On  appeal  against  an  order,  dated 
May,  1845,  for  the  removal  of  two 
paupers  from  S.  to  D.,  the  respondents 
relied  upon  a  former  order,  dated 
June,  1826,  which  was  not  appealed 
against,  for  the  removal  of  the  father 
of  the  paupers  from  S.  to  D.  The 
order  of  1826  was  set  out  in  the  exa- 
mination of  a  person  who  was  at  that 
time  assistant  overseer  of  S.,  and  who 
also  stated  in  his  examination,  th^t, 
when  the  order  was  made  he  employed 
Thomas  Green  to  execute  the  order, 
and  that  after  Green  returned  from 
removing  the  pauper,  he  signed  the 
following  indorsement  on  the  order: 
— "Delivered  to  Mr.  Woolley,  over- 
seer of  Dukinfield,  June  23,  1826,  by 
Thomas  Green;"  that  Green  was  dead, 
and  that  the  signature  was  Green's 
handwriting.  The  appellants  objected, 
in-  their  grounds  of  appeal,  that  there 
was  no  legal  evidence  of  the  removal 
and  conveyance  of  the  pauper  under 
the  order  of  1826.  The  appellants 
also  relied  upon  an  order,  dated  April, 
1844,  for  ^e  removal  of  the  same 
pauper  from  S.  to  D.,  and  an  appeal 
against  that  order  heard  at  the  follow- 
ing October  sessions,  when  the  order 
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WM  quuhed,  and  the  order  of  court 
wt^y  **  It  is  onlered  by  this  Court,  by 
consent^  &c,  that  the  said  recited  or- 
der shall  be  and  is  hereby  repealed 
and  made  void,  by  reason  of  the  in- 
foimality  and  of  the  insufficiency  of 
the  examinations  on  which  the  said 
recited  order  was  made."  The  see- 
aions  were  of  opinion  that  the  ezamin- 
«tions  contained  sufficient  evidence  of 
the  execution  of  the  order  of  1826. 
That  the  gnashing  of  the  order  of  1844 
was  not  oondufliye  as^  the  settlement 
of  the  paupers;  and  that  the  indorse 
ment  on  the  order  of  1826  was  admis- 
aihle  in  evidence. 

Mdd,  L — ^That  the  examinations 
did  disclose  some  evidence  to  raise  a 
presumption  that  the  order  of  1826 
had  been  duly  executed,  and  that  the 
nu^strates  are  to  decide  upon  the 
weight  it  is  entitled  ta 

2.  The  sessions  had  the  right  to  de- 
cide whether  the  quashing  of  the  order 
of  1844  was  conclusive  or  not,  and 
this  Court  would  not  interfere. 

3.  That  if  the  indorsement  on  the 
order  of  1826  was  such  as  was  re- 
quired, and  made  in  the  usual  and  re- 
gular discharge  of  the  duty  of  Tcmoval, 
it  would  be  admissible  in  evidence; 
but  that  in  the  present  case  there  was 
sufficient  evidence  without  the  in- 
dorsement BegiruiY.DukmMd,  126 

(4).  Evidence  of  EcUimff — RmUmg  a 

The  examination  of  a  pauper  set 
out  a  settlement  alleged  to  have  been 
gained  by  her  husband  in  P.,  by  rent- 
ing a  tenement,  and  stated  that  he  was 
assessed  to  and  paid  the  poor-rates  of 
P.  in  respect  of  such  tenement,  for  a 
whole  year,  during  parts  of  1840  and 
1841,  the  receipts  for  which,  given  by 
the  parish  eollector,  were  produced 
and  annexed  to  the  examination.  The 
vestry  clerk  of  P.,  in  his  examination, 
stated,  that  he  produced  the  rate- 
books for  that  parish  for  the  years 


1840  and  1841.  On  appeal  by  P.,  it 
was  objected,  that  the  examination 
did  not  disclose  any  legal  evidence 
that  the  husband  of  the  pauper  was 
assessed  to  the  poor-rate  in  respect  to 
such  tenement 

jBTeU,  (dubitante  (7o2eru^6,  J.),  that, 
inasmuch  as  it  appeared,  from  ue  ex- 
amination, that  the  rate-books  of  the 
appellant  pariah  were  produced  before 
the  removing  justioea,  and  that  thej 
afterwards  proceeded  to  make  the  or- 
der, it  must  be  presumed  that  they  in- 
spected the  rate-books,  and  were  aa- 
tufied  they  contained  l^[al  evidence 
of  theassessment,  and  that  the  examin- 
ations were  therefore  sufficient 

Semble,  per  Erle^  J.,  that,  in  oaaes 
where  it  becomes  necessary  to  send  a 
copy  or  extiact  of  a  rate-book  pro- 
duced before  removing  justices  in  sup- 
port of  a  settlement,  it  is  sufficient 
to  send  a  copy  of  the  title  of  the  rate 
with  an  extract  of  the  particular  as- 
sessment required.  Begina  v.  St 
Pananu,  186 

(5).  St^ficienojf  qf  General  Trmcene. 

On  the  removal  of  H.  Halls,  wi- 
dow, and  her  children,  from  J.  to  Sw, 
the  respondents  relied  on  the  birth 
settlement  of  the  husband  in  the  i^ 
pellant  parish.  The  appellants  had 
only  the  following  ground  of  appeal, 
traversing  the  settlement,  "that  the 
said  H.  Halls  and  her  said  six  chil- 
dren were  not,  nor  were  any  of  diem, 
at  the  time  of  the  date  of  the  said  ex- 
aminations, nor  was  J.  Halls,  the  hus- 
band of  the  said  H.  HaUs,  at  the  time 
of  his  decease,  legally  settled  in  the 
said  parish  of  S.:** — HM,  that  this 
ground  of  appeal  put  in  issue  the  birth 
of  the  husband  in  the  appellant  pa- 
rish.    Begina  v.  Si.  Gile$,  Coleheatery 

240 

(6).  StaiemmU  (^Plaee  o/BML 
Where  a  ground  of  appeal  stated 
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ihat  the  husband  of  the  pauper  was 
bom  in  the  parish  of  Portsea,  in  the 
county  of  Southampton,  in  or  about 
the  year  1810,  without  giving  any 
further  information  as  to  the  precise 
locality  where  the  birth  took  place: — 
Hddy  that  such  statement  was  suffi- 
dent,  and  that  the  sessions  ought  to 
have  heard  the  eyidenoe.  Eegina  v. 
£aimg,  514: 

(7).  Good  TrcMferse,  although  a  Mistake 

in  IkUe8. 

In  the  examination  of  a  pauper,  it 
was  stated  that  he  was  bound  appren- 
tice in  1804.  The  grounds  of  appeal 
stated,  that  "  the  said  pauper  was  not 
in  1834  legally  bound  apprentice  as 
stated  in  the  said  examination :" — 

ffdd,  that  the  words  "in  1834," 
might  be  rejected,  and  that  the 
grounds  of  appeal  contained  a  good 
traverse  of  the  apprenticeship.  Hegi- 
na  V.  Aston,  661 

(8).  Sujfficienci/ of  Traverse, 

The  only  ground  of  appeal  travers- 
ing the  facts  being,  "  Uiat  the  state- 
ments contained  in  the  examinations 
are  not  true,"  was  held  to  be  a  good 
traverse,  so  as  to  call  upon  the  re- 
spondents to  prove  the  settlement  set 
forth  in  the  examinations.  Eegina  v. 
St.  Fwnoras,  677 

(9).  CliargeaibUity  under  Local  Ad — 
What  put  in  Issue  hy  Grownds  of 
Appeal, 

By  a  local  Act>  (1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  U\ 
the  poor  of  the  different  parishes  in 
the  city  and  county  of  Norwich  are 
maintained  out  of  a  common  fund, 
which  is  raised  by  a  rate  calculated 
upon  the  whole  annual  value  of  the 
messuages,  lands,  ifec.  in  the  different 
parishes: — 

Hdd,  that  relief  given  out  of  this 
fund  was  sufficient  chargeability  to  a 
pariah  within  the  city  in  which  the 


pauper  was  residing,  to  enable  that 
parish  to  obtcdn  an  order  of  removal 
to  a  parish  not  within  the  city. 

Where  the  examinations  stated  two 
sets  of  relief  given  by  the  appellant 
parish  to  the  husband  of  the  pauper, 
and  to  the  pauper  since  his  death,  and 
also  a  former  order  of  removal  of  the 
pauper  from  the  respondent  to  the 
appellant  parish,  unappealed  against, 
and  the  ground  of  appeal  denied  the 
reUef  and  the  chargeability,  and  stated 
that  no  copy  of  the  former  order  of 
removal  had  been  sent  with  the  ex- 
aminations, and  also  denied  that  the 
paupers  had  any  settlement  in  the  ap- 
pellant parish  at  the  date  of  the  order : 

Hdd,  that  the  existence  of  the 
former  order  unappealed  against  was 
not  traversed,  and  that  the  respond- 
ents were  not  bound  to  prove  it  at 
the  sessions.  Regirva  v.  St.  Ma/ry, 
Bv/ngay,  714 

(10).    Copies  of  all  must  be  sent — See 
Peactice,  (2). 

(1 1).  Parish  Apprenticeship — See  Set- 
tlement, I.  (1). 

(12).    iTeec?  not  negative  Sickness  or 
Accident — ^/Sfee  Residence,  (4). 

FOREIGNER. 
lUegiiimaie  Child  qf—SeeBAsrARD,{7}. 

FRIENDLY  SOCIETIES. 

Order  of  Justices —  Warrant  qflHstresa 

body  because  no  previous  Sumimons. 

Under  the  stat  10  Geo.  4,  c.  56, 
&  27,  (Friendly  Societies  Act),  power 
is  given  to  settle  disputes  by  arbitra- 
tion; and  if  the  arbitrators  by  their 
award  direct  a  sum  of  money  to  be 
paid,  then,  in  case  of  nonpayment^ 
one  justice  is  required  to  issue  a  sum- 
mons calling  on  the  party  against 
whom  the  award  is  made  to  shew  cause 
why  he  refuses  to  pay;  and  if  no  suffi- 
cient cause  is  shewn,  two  justices  have 
power  to  enforce  the  award  by  dicr- 
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tress.  Section  28  g^ves  power  to  two 
justices  to  bear  any  complaint,  and 
make  an  order  directing  what  should 
be  paid,  and  goes  on  to  enact,  ^  that 
they  shall  proceed  to  enforce  their 
award  in  the  manner  hereinbefore 
directed  to  be  used  in.  case  of  any  ne- 
glect to  comply  with  the  decision  of  the 
arbitrators  appointed  under  the  au- 
thority of  thus  Act." 

Ifeid,  that  an  order  of  justices  un- 
der section  28  is  analogous  to  an 
award  by  arbitrators  imder  section  27  j 
and  that  justices  cannot  proceed  to  en- 
force their  order  by  distress,  without 
first  issuing  a  summons,  giving  to  the 
party  called  upon  to  pay,  an  oppor- 
tunity of  shewing  why  he  refuses  to 
obey  such  order.  HammoTid  v.  Ben-' 
di/ahe,  619 

HIGHWAYS. 

(1).  NoUoe  to  Surveyora — Order  of 
Justices. 

A  notice  to  sunreyors  of  highways 
of  an  information  to  be  made  to  jus- 
tices at  special  sessions  for  highways, 
pursuant  to  the  i&5  Vict.  c.  59,  stat- 
ed that  it  was  intended  to  "  exhibit 
an  information  that  the  funds  of  the 
trust  (to  which  the  person  giving  the 
notice  was  clerk)  are  insufficient  for  the 
repairs  of  the  turnpike  road  belonging 
to  the  trustees  within  the  hamlet  of 
B.,  and  then  and  there  to  apply  to 
such  justices  to  adjudge  and  order  a 
portion  of  the  rate  levied,  or  to  be  le- 
vied, to  be  paid  by  you  to  the  said 
trustee  or  their  treasurer :" — Held,  that 
the  notice  gave  full  knowledge  of  the 
nature  of  the  application,  and  that  it 
was  not  bad  for  not  shewing  what  part 
of  the  road  was  out  of  repair  nor  for 
what  purpose  the  money  was  to  be  paid, 
or  for  not  shewing  that  the  road  out 
of  repair  was  within  the  sessional  di- 
vision. 

The  order  of  justices,  made  on  the 
above  information,  recited,  that  the 


sorveyors  of  the  ht^iways  appeared  in 
pursuance  of  the  notice  at  the  special 
sessions;  and  t|iat  application  was  there 
made  to  the  justices  to  order  a  pcvtion 
of  the  rates  ''to  be  levied,  by  virtue  of 
the  statutes  in  such  case  made  and  pro- 
vided, for  the  repair  of  the  highwi^a 
in  the  hamlet  of  B.,"  to  be  paid  by  ^e 
surveyors  of  the  highwajrs  of  the  said 
hamlet  of  B.  to  the  trustees  or  their 
treasurer,  and  directed  a  certain  sum 
to  be  paid  outof  the  rate  ^'whichshould 
next  be  made  for  the  repairs  of  the 
highways  in  B.:** — Held,  that  the  or- 
der must  be  taken  to  refer  to  the  ap- 
plication,  and  must  therefore  be  con- 
sidered as  made  under  the  statute,  and 
that  the  order  need  not  expressly  ad- 
judicate that  the  notice  was  given  to 
the  surveyors,  or  tiiat  the  information 
was  true;  and  that  it  need  not  specify 
the  particular  part  of  the  road  to  re- 
pairing which  the  rate  was  to  be  ap- 
plied, nor  set  out  the  state  of  the  re- 
venues of  the  trusts  in  the  hamlet,  nor 
the  length  of  roads  there,  nor  the  other 
particulars  into  which  the  justices  are 
directed  to  inquire  by  the  4  &  5  Vict 
c.  59,  s.  1;  and  that  the  order,  being 
made  on  the  surveyors  of  a  hamlet, 
need  not  expressly  find  that  the  ham- 
let was  one  maintaining  its  own  high- 
ways, as  that  might  be  considered  as 
stated  by  reasonable  intendment. 

The  appearance  of  the  surveyors  at 
the  special  sessions  was  denied  by  affi- 
davit, shewing  that  they  purposely'ab- 
sented  themselves.  There  being  no 
reason  to  believe  that  the  order  was 
intentionally  false,  and  the  variance 
being  immaterial  to  the  validity  of  tiie 
proceedings  at  the  special  sessions: — 
Held,  that  it  was  no  objection  to  the 
order.     Eegina  v.  Preston,  333 

(2).  2iandamus — Bridge  not  exempt 
from  Highoay  Rale, 

Section  113  of  stat  5  &  6  Will  4, 
c.  50,  does  not  operate  to  exempt  from 
rateability  any  property  liable  to  be 
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rated  under  sect.  27;  and  therefore, 
where  land  upon  which  a  bridge  was 
erected  was  rated  to  the  highway  rate 
— Hddf  that  it  was  not  exempt,  al- 
though the  bridge  was  paved,  repair- 
ed, and  cleansed  under  the  provisions 
of  certain  local  acts.  Regina  v.  Payn- 
ter,  465 

(3).  ExempUon  from  Highway  Rate 
— Appeal. 

The  occupier  of  property  in  a  pa- 
rish rated,  under  the  Highway  Act,  in 
a  rate  good  on  the  &ce  of  it,  and  un- 
appeided  against,  cannot,  after  the  time 
of  appealing  has  elapsed,  resist  the  pay- 
ment of  that  rate,  although  the  land 
l>e  in  fact  exempt.  Blechingdon  v. 
Ikmd,  640 

{4).  Notice  of  Appeal,  frvm  what  Time 
reckoned — See  Sessions  (4). 

(5),  Approaches  to  Bridge,  how  Bated 
— See  Pock  Rate  (5). 

INDICTMENT. 

(1).  QfOiJereeers/or  Removal  of 
PoMper, 

Where  an  order  of  removal  was  con- 
firmed by  the  sessions,  subject  to  a  case 
for  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  and  the 
overseers  removed  the  pauper  before 
the  case  was  decided: — Held,  that  they 
were  not  guilty  of  an  indictable  offence, 
without  proof  that  the  removal  was 
effected  by  fraud  or  menace.  Begvna 
T.  Cooper,  346 

{2).  SuJUciency  of— Money  not  pro- 
perly described  as  Goods  amd  Ghat- 
ids. 

An  indictment  charged  the  prisoner 
with  stealing  '^twopieces  of  the  current 
silver  coin  of  the  reiJm,  called  shillings, 
of  the  value  of  2«.,  of  the  goods  and 
chattels  of  S.  F."— 

Hdd,  that  although  money  does  not 

TOL.  lU. 


fall  within  the  technical  definition  of 
''goods  and  chattels,"  still  those  words 
may  be  rejected  as  surplusage,  and  that 
the  charge  contained  in  the  indictment 
is  sufficient.     Regina  v.  Radley,  651 

(3).  No  Indictable  Gjffmce  alleged. 

An  indictment  for  endeavouring 
falsely  and  fraudulently  to  obtain  from 
the  Cattle  Insurance  Company  a  sum 
of  money,  with  intent  to  cheat  and  de- 
fraud the  said  Cattle  Insurance  Com- 
pany, was  held  bad  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment, for  not  alleging  that  the  attempt 
was  to  commit  an  indictable  offence, 
and  for  not  alleging  to  whom  the  money 
belonged.     Regina  v.  Ma/rsh,        699 

(4).  For  stealing  a  Ham,  suffideni. 

An  indictment  charged  a  prisoner 
with  stealing  "a  ham,  value  10«.,  of 
the  goods  and  chattels  of  T.  H.;" — 

Held,  that  it  sufficiently  appeared 
that  the  property  stolen  was  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  larceny.  Regina  v. 
GaUiers,  704 

(5).  For  False  Prelem/ses — Ra£koa/y 
Ticket  a  Chattel, 

A  railway  ticket  is  a  chattel  within 
the  meaning  of  the  stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4, 
c.  29,  8.  53.     Regina  v.  BouUon,  705 

(6).  For  Disobedience  to  Order  in  Bas- 
tardy— See  Bastard  (6). 

■ 

INFORMATION, 

Under  Smuggling  Act  before  One  Jus- 
tice— See  Jurisdiction  of  Jus- 
tices (1). 

IRISH  POOR 

Removal  of  Children  to  Birth  Settle- 
ment tvhen  deserted  by  Parents — 
See  Settlement,  II. 
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JURISDICTION  OF  JUSTICES. 


JURISDICTION  OF  JUSTICES. 

(1).  Infoirmaiion  under  Smuggling 
,  Act. 
An  information  under  the  Smug- 
gling Act,  8  &  9  Vict,  c.  87,  ss.  82, 
83,  and  107,  may  be  laid  before  one 
justice  of  the  peace.  Eegina  v.  Eus- 
seU,  368 

(2).  BemuTieraiion  to  Firemen — Over- 
seers— Special  Rate, 

The  stet.  14  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  as.  76  & 
77  (The  Metropolitan  Building  Act), 
provides  that  persons  bringing  the 
first,  second,  and  third  engine,  to  as- 
sist in  extinguishing  a  fire,  shall  be 
entitled  to  a  reward  not  exceeding  a 
certain  sum,  to  be  paid  by  the  church- 
wardens or  overseers  of  the  parish  or 
place  where  the  fire  happened,  subject 
to  the  approval  of  a  magistrate: — 
HeMj  that,  in  case  the  parish  officers 
refused  to  fix  the  amount  of  such  re- 
ward, they  may  be  summoned  before 
a  magistrate,  who  may  fix  a  sum 
which  in  his  discretion  may  appear 
reasonable. 

Heldy  also,  that  the  churchwardens 
and  overseers  still  retain  the  power  to 
make  a  special  rate  to  defray  these 
expenses,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
14  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  although  by  a  local 
act  such  parish  may  be  united  with 
another  for  supporting  the  poor,  and 
the  powers  of  parish  officers  for  that 
purpose  vested  in  guardians.  Begina 
V.  CoTYibe,  394 

(3).  Mandamus  refused  wliere  Juris- 
diction  exercised. 

Where  an  application  had  been 
made  to  justices  for  a  warrant  of  re- 
moval on  complaint  of  the  overseers 
of  a  parish,  and  it  had  been  proved 
that  the  pauper  had  been  resident 
therein  for  ten  years  next  before  the 
application,  but  had  been  receiving 
relief  for  upwards  of  six  years,  partly 
from  that  parish  and  partly  from  pi^ 
rish  W.,   and  the  justices,  miscon- 


struing the  Stat.  9  &  10  Vict  c.  66, 
dismissed  the  cooiplaint,  this  Court 
refused  to  compel  them  by  manda- 
mus to  hear  the  oomplaint,  as  they 
had  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-mal>- 
ter,  and  had  exercised  it,  although 
wrongly.     Eegina  v.  Blanshardy  418 

(4).  GomUy  Bridge. 

One  justice  of  the  peace  has  power, 
under  the  stat.  43  Geo.  3,  c.  59,  to 
present  a  county  bridge  being  oat  of 
repair.  The  provisions  of  the  stat. 
13  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  with  reference  to 
county  bridges,  were  substantially  re- 
enacted  in  the  stat.  43  Geo.  3,  c.  59, 
and  therefore  were  not  repealed  when 
the  stat.  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c  50,  repealed 
in  general  terms  the  stat.  13  Geo.  3, 
c.  78.     Eegina  v.  Justices  of  Brecon^ 

434 

(5).  Bail — Misdemeanor. 

The  duty  of  a  magistrate  in  admit- 
ting to  bail  a  person  chai^ged  with 
a  misdemeanor,  is  a  judicial  duty; 
and  therefore  an  action  will  not  He 
against  him  for  refrising  to  admit  such 
person  to  bail  without  proof  of  malice. 
Linford  v.  Fiixroy,  438 

(6).  Power  of  JuMioesfor  Borough  qf 
Baifi  to  enforce  Local  Ad. 

Commissioners  under  a  local  Act  of 
Parliament  (41  Gko.  3,  c  cxxm)  for 
lighting  and  paving  the  parish  of 
Bathwick,  were  empowered  to  levy 
rates,  and  power  was  given  to  justices 
for  the  county  of  Somerset  to  enforce 
payment  of  them  by  distress.  A  char- 
ter of  incorporation  was  granted  by 
Queen  Elizabeth  to  the  city  and  bo- 
rough of  Bath.  Before  the  stat  5  <fe  6 
Will.  4,  c.  76,  passed,  the  parish  of 
Bathwick  was  situated  partly  in  the 
county  of  Somerset  and  partly  in  the 
city  of  Bath;  but  by  sect  7  of  that 
Act,  the  whole  parish  was  included 
within  the  city  of  Bath.  An  inhabit* 
ant  of  the  parish  of  Bailiwick  was 
duly  assessed  under  their  local  Act, 
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and  the  amonnt  not  being  paid,  a 
magistrate  for  the  city  and  borough 
of  Bath  refused  to  grant  a  warrant  of 
distress: — 

Hddy  that  the  refusal  to  pay  these 
rates  was  an  offence  against  the  pro- 
visions of  the  local  Act,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  stat.  7  Will.  4  &  1 
Vict  c.  78,  s.  31,andthatthe  jiistices 
for  the  city  and  borough  of  Bath  had 
jurisdiction  to  enforce  the  payment  of 
them.     Pahner  v.  StUdijffe,  634 

(7).  Statement  qf,  in  AUowwnce  for 
Binding  —  See    Settlement,   I. 

(8).  Forcible  JSniry  —  See  Convic- 
tion (2). 
(9).  In  Order  in  Bastardy — See  Bajs- 

TABD  (4). 
(10).  Statement  qfy  in  AUowcmce  of  In- 
denture— See  Settlement,  I.  (4). 

(1 1).  May  adjudicate  Settlement  when 
LwfuUichad  resided  Fix)e  Tears — 
See  Residence  (12). 

(12).  To  hear  Second  ApjdicatUm /or 
Order  in  JBastardy — See  Bastabd, 
(8). 

(13).  Not  made  to  appear  on  the/ace 
of  cm  Order  of  Removal — See  On- 
DEB  OF  Removal  (4). 

(14).  SuffidemUy  appears  on  Caption 
of  Examination — See  Caption  of 
Examination  (6). 

(15).  As  to  Order  rdaJting  to  Lunatic, 
'^  confiaUd  or  ordered   to    be  con- 
fined^— See  Lunatic  (8). 

(16).  Attaches  upafi.fi/ndtng  LtmaUc 
confinedor  ordered  to  be  coT^ned— 
See  Lunatic  (9). 

JURISDICTION  OF  SESSIONS. 

Jtmadidion  to  entertain  Second  Appli- 
cation in  Bastardy — See  Bastabd, 
(5). 

JUSTICES. 

Not  interested  so  as  to  disquaUfy  them 
— See  Conviction,  (8). 


LARCENY. 

(1).  WJuU  amounts  to. 

A  servant  employed  by  a  tallow- 
chandler  removed  some  fat  from  the 
room  in  which  it  was  kept  to  another 
in  which  was  a  pair  of  scales,  where 
the  fat  bought  by  the  master  was  usu- 
ally weighed,  and  placed  it  in  the 
scales,  and  the  jury  found  the  prisoner 
guilty,  being  told  that  the  offence  was 
larceny  if  they  were  satisfied  that  he 
so  removed  it  with  the  intention  of 
selling  it  to  his  master  as  fat  which 
had  been  sent  in  by  a  butcher,  and 
with  the  intention  of  appropriating 
the  proceeds  to  his  own  use : — Heldy 
that  he  was  properly  convicted.  Be-' 
gina  v.  HaU,  407 

(2).   What  does  not  amount  to. 

Where  a  workman,  who  was  em- 
ployed to  dress  skins  in  a  tannery, 
and  was  paid  according  to  the  num- 
ber, clandestinely  obtained  from  the 
warehouse,  where  the  skins  were 
stowed  by  his  master  after  they  were 
dressed,  a  quantity  of  skins,  but  the 
jury  found  that  he  did  not  intend 
to  remove  them  from  the  tannery  and 
dispose  of  them  elsewhere,  but  that 
his  intention  in  taking  them  was  to 
deliver  them  to  the  foreman,  and  get 
paid  for  them  as  if  they  were  his  own 
work,  and  in  this  way  to  restore  them 
to  the  possession  of  his  master : — Held, 
that  it  was  not  larceny.  Begina  v. 
ffoUotoay,  410 

(3).  Secreting  Post-offi/ie  Letter, 

A  person  employed  in  the  Post- 
office  was  charged  in  an  indictment 
containing  two  counts:  first,  with 
stealing ;  second,  with  secreting  a 
post-office  letter,  under  7  Will.  4  A;  1 
Vict  c.  36.  The  jury  found  that  he 
had  committed  a  mistake  in  the  sort- 
ing of  the  letter  in  question,  and  had 
secreted  it  in  a  water-closely  to  avoid 
the  supposed  penalty  attached  to  such 
p  F  r  2    . . 
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mistake: — Held,  that  a  verdict  of 
gpiilty  ought  to  be  entered.  Regina 
V.  Wynn,  414 

(4).  Finding  lost  Goods — Fdonious 
Taking. 

If  a  person  finds  goods  that  have 
been  actually  lost,  or  are  reasonably 
supposed  by  him  to  have  been  lost, 
and  appropriate  them,  with  the  in- 
tent to  take  the  entire  dominion  over 
them,  really  believing,  when  he  takes 
them,  that  the  owner  cannot  be  found, 
it  is  not  larceny. 

A.  found  a  bank  note  in  the  high- 
way, and  took  it  with  intent  to  appro- 
priate it  to  his  own  use.  The  note 
had  no  name  or  mark  upon  it  by 
which  he  could  know  to  whom  it  be- 
longed, nor  was  there  any  circum- 
stance attending  the  finding  to  ena- 
ble him  to  know  to  whom  it  belonged. 
A.  changed  the  note  and  appropriated 
the  money  to  his  own  use,  after  he 
knew  that  it  belonged  to  the  prose- 
cutor : — 

Hdd,  that  he  was  not  guilty  of 
larceny.     Regina  v.  Wood,  581 

LUNATIC. 

(1).  Order   of  Settl-ement — Order   of 
Maintenance — Notice  of. 

An  order  of  justices,  adjudicating 
the  settlement  of  a  pauper  lunatic, 
under  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  126,  s.  58,  and 
also  an  order  adjudicating  the  future 
maintenance  under  sect  62,  may  be 
made  without  giving  notice  to  the 
parish  which  is  to  be  affected  by  such 
orders. 

Semble,  in  an  appeal  against  an 
order  of  maintenance,  the  settlement 
of  the  pauper  may  be  contested.  Ex 
poffie  the  Overeeera  ofMoTikleigh,      94 

(2).  Order,  to  tohom  directed. 

Under  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  126,  s.  58, 
justices  have  power  to  adjudicate  the 
settlement  of  a  lunatic  pauper;  and 
by  sect  62,  to  make  an  order  for  the 


maintenance  of  such  lunatic : — Held, 
that  the  order  adjudicating  the  settle- 
ment and  the  order  of  maintenance 
may  be  made  in  the  same  document, 
and  this  may  be  directed  to  the  over- 
seers of  the  parish  in  which  the  set- 
tlement is  adjudged,  although  such 
parish  be  included  in  an  union. 

Per  Frle,  J. — ^On  appeal  against 
nn  order  for  the  maintenance  of  a 
pauper  lunatic,  the  settlement  may 
be  contested.  Regina  v.  Trt^ofdU,  IQ3 

(3).  Appecd. 

Where  an  order  adjudicated  the  set- 
tlement of  a  lunatic  pauper  to  be  in  a 
parish  included  in  an  union,  and  also 
directed  the  treasurer  of  the  g^uard- 
ians  of  the  union  to  pay  certain  sums 
for  his  maintenance  &c.,  under  8  &  9 
Vict  c.  126,  s.  62:— 

Held,  that  the  overseers  of  the  pa- 
rish and  giiardians  of  the  union  might 
enter  a  joint  appeal  against  such  or- 
der. Regina  v.  Jttstices  of  Lancor- 
Mre,  430 

(4).  MairUenance  of  Crimiiial  Lu- 
natic. 
Where  an  order  by  two  justices, 
under  3  &  4  Vict  c.  54,  adjudicating 
the  settlement  of  a  criminal  lunatic  in 
the  parish  of  N.,  and  directing  tlie 
guardians  of  the  imion  in  which  N. 
was  situate  to  pay  a  certain  weekly 
sum  for  his  maintenance,  recited  all 
the  facts  establishing  the  liability  of 
the  parish : — Hdd,  that  the  order  was 
not  bad  for  omitting  to  direct  the 
guardians  in  terms  to  make  the  pay- 
ment on  behalf  of  the  parish  of  N. 
Regina  v.  Justices  of  Berkshirey     473 

(5).  Renhovcdofoneft  tobeai  large — 
Residence. 

In  July,  1842,  an  order  was  made, 
and  not  appealed  against,  for  the  re- 
moval of  T.  W.,  his  wife  and  son,  firom 
6.  to  T.  This  order  was  suspended 
until  1844,  when  the  paupers  were 
removed  under  it  In  September, 
1847,  another  order  was  made  for  the 
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removal  of  the  same  paupers  from  B. 
to  T.  It  appeared  from  the  exa- 
minations on  which  the  last  order  was 
made,  that  the  son  was  an  idiot,  aged 
thirty-three  years,  living  with  his  pa- 
rents. The  father  stated,  at  the  trial 
of  an  appeal  against  the  last  order, 
that  he  and  his  wife  were  sent  under 
the  first  order,  as  being  the  most  pro- 
per persons  to  take  care  of  their  son ; 
that  he  had  been  always  desirous  of 
returning  to  B. ;  and  it  appeared  that 
his  house  in  B.  was  retained  by  some 
of  his  family  during  his  absence  in  T. : 

Hddf  that  the  first  order  was  con- 
cliisive,  as  to  the  fiEkther  being  then 
chargeable  to  B.,  and  that  a  removal 
under  such  order  constituted  a  break 
in  the  five  years'  residence  in  B.,  un- 
der the  Stat  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66. 

Held,  also,  that  the  stat.  8  &  9  Vict 
c.  126,  does  not  prevent  the  removal 
of  pauper  lunatics  from  one  parish  to 
another  under  all  circumstances ;  that 
the  statute  provides  for  two  classes  of 
lunatics — ^those  who  are  fit  to  be  con- 
fined, and  those  who  are  fit  to  be  at 
large;  and,  as  there  was  nothing  to 
shew  that  this  person  did  not  belong 
to  the  latter  class,  that  the  idiot  son 
was  properly  included  in  the  order. 
Regina  v.  Ba/maley^  542 

(6).  Form  of  Order  of  MairU/efnDmce, — 
Order  sending  Lmuxtic  to  Asylwm 
not  removable  by  CertioraH. 

A  pauper  lunatic,  ehargeable  to  L. 
B.,  was  sent  to  a  private  asylum  by 
the  officiating  clergyman  and  overseer 
of  that  parish,  under  the  stat.  8  <k  9 
Vict.  c.  100,  Two  justices  for  the 
county  of  Essex  afterwards  made  an 
order  under  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  126,  s. 
58,  adjudicating  the  settlement  of  such 
lunatic  to  be  in  the  parish  of  H.  P. ; 
and  on  the  same  day  they  made  an- 
other order,  under  sect.  h2j  reciting 
the  previous  orders,  and  directing  the 
weekly  sum  of  1 1«.  to  be  paid  by  H.  P., 
or  such*  other  weekly  sum  as  the  pro- 
prietor of  the  said  house  shall  here- 


after and  from  time  to  time  reasonably 
charge  for  maintenance  of  the  said 
lunatic  These  orders  were  returned 
into  this  Court  by  certiorari. 

1.  Heldf  that  it  was  competent  for 
justices  to  adjudicate  the  settlement 
and  make  an  order  of  maintenance 
under  the  stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  126,  ss. 
58,  62,  in  the  case  of  a  lunatic  sent  at 
the  instance  of  a  clergyman  and  over- 
seer, pursuant  to  the  stat.  8  &  9  Vict, 
c.  100. 

2.  Heldf  that  the  instrument  by 
which  the  lunatic  was  sent  to  the  asy- 
lum was  in  the  nature  of  a  certificate, 
and  not  of  such  a  judicial  nature  as 
to  be  removable  by  certiorari,  and  that 
such  objection  might  be  taken  on 
shewing  cause  against  the  rule  for 
quashing  the  instrument. 

3.  Hddy  that  it  is  no  objection  to 
an  order  of  maintenance  under  stat  8 
t  9  Vict  a  126,  s.  62,  that  the  fiicts 
essential  to  authorise  the  justices  in 
making  such  order  appear  only  by 
way  of  recital. 

4.  Hddy  that  the  adjudication  as  to 
the  future  maintenance  was  not  bad 
for  uncertainty.  Begima  y.  Halfidd 
PevweUy  610 

(7).  Hocpenses  of  Ltmatic  neglected  by 
Friends  to  'nchaJb  Pa/risk  chjourgeabU 
— Auditor, 

A  lunatic  neglected  by  his  father, 
and  living  in  parish  H.,  was,  while  in 
parish  W.,  taken  before  a  magistrate 
by  the  relieving  officer  of  the  union, 
at  the  instigation  of  the  officiating 
clergyman  of  H.,  and  sent  to  a  lu- 
natic a8ylum,,under  the  stat.  8  &  9  Vict, 
c.  126,  8.  49*.  The  expense  of  his 
maintenance  there  was  paid  in  obe- 
dience to  an  order  of  magistrates,  by 
the  treasurer  of  the  union  in  which 
parishes  H.  and  W.  were  situate,  and 
the  auditor  debited  W.  with  those  ex- 
penses : — 

Held,  that  the  lunatic,  though  not 
chargeable,  was  to  be  considered  a 
pauper  by  reason  of  his  having  been 
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sent  to  the  asylum,  and  that  the  audi- 
tor ought  to  have  charged  these  ex- 
penses to  the  parish  of  H.,  which  was 
liable  "  as  the  parish  from  which  he 
was  taken."  JRegina  v.  Winsford,  625 

(8).  JtmgdicHan  of  Justices — "  (7ow- 
Jined  or  ordered  to  be  coTifined" — 
Expeneea  for    more   tJicm    Twdve 
Months, 

Under,  stat  8  &  9  Vict  c.  126,  ss. 
58  and  62,  justices  have  only  power 
to  adjudicate  the  settlement  of  a  pau- 
per lunatic,  and  to  make  an  order  for 
hiB  maintenance  while  he  is  '^confined 
or  ordered  to  be  confined"  in  a  lunatic 
asylum.  Where,  therefore,  a  pauper 
lunatic  had  been  discharged  from  con- 
finement in  an  asylum  on  the  5th  of 
January,  and  an  order  of  settlement 
and  maintenance  were  made  on  the 
8th  of  July  following : — Held,  that  the 
justices  had  no  jurisdiction  to  make 
the  order. 

SenMe^per  Coleridge,  J.,that  the  jus- 
tices, under  sect.  62,  have  power  to 
order  the  payment  of  the  expenses  in- 
curred in  or  about  the  examination  of 
the  lunatic,  and  his  conveyance  to  the 
asylum,  although  such  expenses  have 
been  incurred  more  than  twelve  calen- 
dar months  previous  to  the  time  of 
making  the  order.  JRegina  y,  Wolver- 
hcNnplon,  683 

(9).  Order  of  Maintencmoe — Jurisdic- 
tion of  Justices  cUtaches  Jrom  Time 
of  finding  I/unalic  con^ned  or  oT" 
dered  to  be  oondned. 

Where  an  order  for  the  maintenance 
of  a  lunatic  recited  that  he  had  been 
removed  by  an  order  of  a  justice  of 
the  county  of  Carnarvon  to  an  asylum 
in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  but  it  did 
not  appear  from  that  recital  that  there 
was  no  asylum  for  the  county  of  Car- 
narvon, or  that  it  was  full,  and  on  the 
trial  of  an  appeal  against  the  order  of 
maintenance  it  was  proved  that  the 
lunatic  was  unfit  to  be  brought  before 
the  justice  who  removed  him : — Held, 
that  such  justice  need  not  proceed  to 


visit  and  examine  the  lunatic  within 
three  days  after  notice,  under  stat  S 
&  9  Vict  c.  126,  B.  48. 

Semble,  per  Faiteson,  J.,  that,  even 
if  he  had  not  been  unfit  to  be  brought 
before  the  justice,  the  provision  as  to 
the  three  days,  within  which  the  order 
of  justices  must  require  him  to  be 
brought  up,  is  merely  directoiy. 

Semble,  cdso,  per  Erie,  J.,  that  the 
jurisdiction  of  justices  to  make  an  or- 
der adjudicating  the  setUement  and 
maintenance,  attaches  upon  their  find- 
ing a  limatic  pauper  confined  or  or- 
dered to  be  confined  in  an  asylum. 
Regina  v.  Guardioms  of  Ca/manvon 
and  Anglesea  Utdon,  708 

(10).  Appeal — See  Pbactice,  (1). 

(1 1).  Costs  of,  in  Appeal — See  Ap- 
peal, (1). 
(12).  Residence  for  Five  Years — See 

Rbsidence,  (12). 
(13).  Time  for  giving  Notice  of  Ap- 
peal— See  Pbactice^  (5). 

MAINTENANCE. 

Order  qf  SettlemiSrU  contested  under 
Order  of  Maintenance — See  Luna- 
tic, (1). 

MALICIOUS  TRESPASS  ACT. 
Damageto  Trees — ^5«eCoKViCTiON,(6). 

MANDAMUS. 
(1).  Costs. 

Where  a  party  succeeds  in  a  court 
below  upon  an  objection  which  turns 
out  to  be  ill-fonnded,  and  resists  an 
application  for  a  mandamus  to  cor- 
rect the  error  by  shewing  cause  against 
it,  the  general  and  more  convenient 
rule  is,  that  the  costs  of  such  applica- 
tion shall  be  paid  by  the  party  who 
unsuccessfully  resists  the  application, 
though  the  Court  may  make  excep- 
tions in  particular  cases. 

Such  rule,  however,  will  not  apply 
where  a  party  having  succeeded  in  the 
court  below,  offers  no  resistance  to 
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tiie  correction  of  the  error,  and  is  no 
party  to  the  proceedings  in  this  Court. 
Regi7My,Ju8tioe8  of  Cumberland.  Re- 
gina  v.  JvMioes  ofLari/coMre,        202 

(2).  Oowrt  would'  not  irUerfere  with 
Discretion  eocerdaed  by  Jvstixsu. 

Where  an  information  was  laid  be- 
fore justices  against  a  person  for  per- 
jury, and  on  its  appearing  that  the  com- 
plainant was  pkintifr  in  a  suit  in  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court  at  York,  then 
pending,  and  that  the  perjury  was  al- 
leged to  have  been  committed  in  evi- 
dence given  in  the  suit,  that  justices  in 
their  discretion  refused  to  proceed 
with  the  inquiry; — 

Hddy  that  this  Court  would  not 
compel  them  by  mandamus.  Begina 
V.  Inghamy  689 

(3).  To  enforce  Church-rate  refused — 

See  Church-Rate. 
(4).  Eejvsed,  where  jurisdiction  exer- 
deed—See  JuMSDicrriOK  of  Jus- 
tices. 
(5).  To  issfie   Distress   Warrant  for 
Highway  Bate — See  Highways  (2). 

MARRIAGE. 

Flace  of  need  not  be  stated — See  Exa- 
mination AND  Grounds  of  Ap- 
peal (1). 

MASTERS  AND  SERVANTS  ACT. 

(1).  Agreement  in  Writing,  or  Contra^ 
entered  upon — See  Conviction  (1). 

(2).   Agreement   void — Infar^cy — See 
Conviction,  (4). 

NOTICE, 

(1).  Appeal  to  Special  Sessions — Ser- 
vice of  Notice — Poor  Rate, 

In  order  to  entitle  a  person  to  be 
heard  before  justices  at  special  ses- 
sions under  the  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  96, 
8.  6  (Parochial  Assessment  Act), 
against  a  rate  made  for  the  relief  of 
the  poor,  it  is  only  necessary  to  prove 
service  of  notice  of  objection  on  one 


of  the  overseers  or  other  persons  by 
whom  such  rate  was  made.  Regina 
V.  Justioes  of  Defvon,  96 

(2).  Of  Recognisance  in  Bastardg,  need 
not  state  Condition — See  Bastard, 
(9). 

NOTICE  OF  APPEAL. 

(1).  Parties  aggrieved — Signature  of 

Notice. 

By  a  Local  Act,  (7  Geo. 4,  c.  caxci), 
governors  and  directors  of  the  poor 
were  appointed  in  the  parish  of  St. 
George's,  Hanover-square,  who  were  » 
to  have  the  sole  care  and  management 
of  the  poor,  and  control  over  the  funds : 

Heid,  that  they  were  the  parties 
aggrieved,  under  the  stat.  13  &  14 
Car.  2,  c  12,  and  were,  therefore,  the 
proper  persons  to  sign  the  notice  of 
appeal  against  an  order  of  removal. 

Held,  also,  that  the  notice  was  pro- 
perly signed  by  three  of  such  gover- 
nors and  directors,  by  virtue  of  the 
Slst  and  109th  sections  of  stat.  4  &  5 
Will.  4,  c.  76.  Regina  v.  St.  George's, 
ffanover-squ^are,  519 

(2).  In  case  of  Lunatic — See  Prac- 
tice, (5). 

NOTICE  OF  CHARGEABILITY. 

(1).  Bow  signed— See  Charge- 
ability,  (1). 
(2).  Should  state  Names  of  Paupers 
— See  Charoeability,  (2). 

ORDER  OF  JUSTICES. 
Recital  in — See  Highways,  (1). 

ORDER  OF  REMOVAL. 

(1).  Sufficiency  of  by  a  Police  Magis- 
trate. 

By  stat.  2  <k  3  Vict.  c.  71,  any  one 
of  the  magistrates  of  certain  police 
courts  therein  enumerated  is  declared 
to  have  all  the  powers  usually  exercised 
by  two  justices  of  the  peace;  and  by 
stat.  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  84,  ss.  2  &  5,  it  is 
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enacted,  that  Her  Majesty  may  estab- 
lish new  police  court  divisions,  or  alter 
old  ones,  by  aD  order  in  council  to  be 
published  in  the  London  Gazette. 
The  Clerkenwell  police  court  is  not 
one  of  those  enumerated  in  the  for- 
mer Act: — Hdd,  that  an  order  for  the 
removal  of  a  pauper,  purporting  to  be 
made  "by  me,  B.  C,  Esq.,  one  of  the 
magistrates  of  the  police  courts  of  the 
Metropolis,  sitting  at  the  Clerkenwell 
police  court,  within  the  Metropolitan 
police  district,'*  and  to  be  signed  and 
sealed  "  at  the  police  court  aforesaid," 
sufficiently  shewed  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  magistrate  to  make  it,  and  that  it 
was  not  necssaryto  state  that  such 
police  court  had  been  established  by 
an  order  in  council. 

The  examinations  to  support  the 
order  of  removal  stated,  that  the  pau- 
per's husband  had  resided  with  his 
father  in  the  appellant  parish  (where 
the  &ther  had  a  settlement)  as  part  of 
his  fiamily;  that  the  father  removed  to 
Chelsea  (where  he  died)  while  the  son 
was  under  twenty-one;  but  they  did 
not  expressly  state  that  the  son  was 
unemanci  pated : — Udd,  that  the  eman- 
cipation of  the  son  was  not  to  be  pre- 
sumed, and  need  not  be  negatived,  and 
that  therefore  the  examinations  were 
sufficient.  RegiriayMa/nvfMrsmi&byB^c 

(2).  Stalemefnt  of  Sichnesa  or  AcctderU 
— Appeal — Sessions. 

Where  an  order  of  removal  did  not 
negative  that  the  relief  was  made  ne- 
cessary by  sickness  or  accident: — 

Held,  that  it  was  a  good  ground  of 
appeal  at  the  sessions,  that  such  relief 
was  in  £act  so  made  necessary,  and 
that  the  order  of  removal  was  bad  for 
not  stating  that  such  sickness  or  acci- 
dent would  produce  permanent  dis- 
ability. 

QucBre,  whether  the  sessions  can  en- 
ter into  the  nature  or  character  of  the 
sickness  or  accident  1  Eegina  v.  Priors 
Hardwick,  510 


(3).  Sickness  or  Accident  need  not  be 
negatived. 

The  order  of  removal  need  not  ne- 
gative that  the  relief  is  made  neces* 
sary  by  sickness  or  accident.  Eegvna  v. 
Lkmdogget,  517 

(4).  Juriediction  of  Justices  not  made 
to  appear. 

An  order  of  removal,  dated  July, 
1845,  was  made  by  justices  therein 
calling  themselves  "justices  in  and  for 
the  said  county  of  Cornwall  **  and 
"county  of  Cornwall"  was  the  venue 
appearing  in  the  margin.  This  order 
was  suspended,  and  in  October,  1847, 
an  order  removing  the  suspension,  and 
another  order  for  repayment  of  costa 
incurred,  were  indorsed  on  the  original 
order  of  removal.  These  latter  orders- 
had  no  marginal  venue,  but  one  of  the 
justices  who  signed  them  had  signed 
the  original  order  of  removal,  and  they 
were  stated  to  be  justices  "for  the  said 
county  of  Cornwall:"—^ 

ffddf  that  it  did  not  appear  that 
the  orders  of  1847  were  made  by  the 
justices  in  their  county,  and  that  the 
orders  were  therefore  bad,  as  not  shew- 
ing jurisdiction. 

The  proviso  in  sect.  7  of  the  12  is 
13  Vict  c.  45,  is  not  retrospective, 
and  does  not  apply  to  rules  pending 
at  the  time  the  act  passed.  JRegina  v» 
Crowany  663 

(5).   Quashed,  when  conclusive — See 

Evidence,  (1). 
(6).  i/tfy  be  made  vnihout  Jfotice^*' 

See  Lunatic,  (1). 
(7).    Unappealed  against,    need   not 
state  where  made — See  Residence,  (4)^ 

OVERSEERS. 

(1).  Appointment  of,  in  Boroughs,  in 
whom  vested. 

The  appointment  of  overseers  for  a 
parish  within  a  borough  is  vestedin  the 
mayor,  baili£&,  or  ot£er  head  officers, 
being  a  justice  or  justices,  and  not  in 
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the  justices  of  the  peace  at  Uurge  for 
the  borough,  under  43  Eliz.  c.  2,  s.  8. 
Eegina  y.  Frestany  312 

(2).    IruUctment  of,  for  removal  of 
Paupers — See  Indictment,  (1). 

(3).  Execution  of  Paaish  IndeTUvre — 
See  Settlement,  I.  (3). 

(4),  Power  to  make  special  Rale — See 

JUKISDICTION  OF  JUSTICES,  (2). 

{pfy  Power  to  rale  District  eeparatel/y 
from  Pariah — See  Parish,  (1), 

PARISH. 

(1).  District  in  not  separalefrom  Paruh 
for  Support  of  Poor, 

Before  the  diBsolution  of  the  monas- 
teries, the  abbot  and  convent  of  Crow- 
land  were  patrons  of  the  parish  of  W.) 
and  there  was  then  a  chapel  in  the 
district  of  W.  D.,  with  a  chantrj  and 
endowment  of  lands.     The   district 
was  anciently  part  of  the  parish ;  but 
before  the  4;3rd  Eliz.  c.  2,  the  district 
had  all  parochial  rights  and   sacra' 
ments,  its  own  churchwardens,  sepa- 
rate surveyors,  separate  burial  ground, 
and  the  inhabitants  have  not  contri- 
buted to  the  repair  of  the  church  of 
W.    Separate  overseers  of  the  district 
have  been  appointed  since  1738,  and 
separate  rates  collected;  but  there  was 
only  ene  workhouse  for  both,  the  poor 
were  supported  out  of  a  joint  fund, 
and  the  lands  in  the  district  paid  tithes 
to  the  vicar  of  the  parish.    Removals 
<^  poor  had  been  made  from  other 
places  to  the  district  and  to  the  parish, 
but  sone  from  the  parish  to  the  dis- 
trict or  vice  versa,-     The    poor-law 
commissioners  under  the  stat  4  &  5 
WilL4,  c.  76,  had  made  orders,  treat- 
ing the  district  and  parish  as  places 
sepamtely    maintaining    their    own 
poor: — 

Hdd,  that  the  stat.  13  <&  14  Car.  2, 
c.  12,  s.-  21,  does  not  apply,  because 
the  parish  and  district  might  have  had 
and  have  had  the  benefit  of  the  stat. 
43EU2. 


Hdd,  also,  that  the  district  was  not 
a  parish  or  reputed  parish,  before  the 
passing  of  the  43  Eliz.,  and  on  that 
ground  entitled  to  be  separate  from 
the  parish  in  regard  to  the  maintenance 
of  the  poor.     Regina  v,  Clayton^  494 

(2).  LiffhUng  and  Watching — Adop- 
tion ofStattUe  hy  Ratepayers, 

The  stat.  3  <k  4  Will.  4,  c.  90,  being 
an  act  for  lighting  and  watching  par- 
rishes  in  England  and  Wales,  by  sec- 
tion 8  provides,,  that  the  adoption  of 
the  Act  shall  be  determined  by  a  ma^ 
jority  con^sting  of  two-thirds  of  the 
votes  of  the  ratepayers  present  at  such 
meeting : — 

Ilddy  that  the  provisions  of  the  sta- 
tute had  not  been  adopted  when  at  a 
meeting  thirty-seven  rateprayers  being 
present,  only  twenty  voted,  the  re^ 
mainder  not  taking  any  part  in  tha 
transaction.'  InthdMalter  of  the  Rate- 
payers of  Eyjishamrhf  50T 

POOR  RATE. 
(1).  Rating  Waterworks, 

A  case,  stated  by  an  arbitrator  for 
the  opinion  of  the  Court,  found  the 
following  fisMts:^ — ^A  Company  possess- 
ed  water-works  extending  into  several 
parishes  having  separate  poor  rates.. 
In  the  case  the  works  were  divided 
into  two  classes:  first,  those  indirect-^ 
ly  productive  of  profit,  as  buildings, 
reservoirs,  &c.,  which  bring  the  water 
to  the  service  pipes ;  second,  those  di- 
rectly productive  of  profit,  as  the 
mains  and  service  pipes,  which  deliver 
the  water  to  the  consumer.  The  case 
found  that  the  quantity  of  the  mains^ 
and  pipes  and  the  land  occupied  by 
them,-  and  also  the  net  profits  in  the 
different  parishes  were  in  the  direct 
ratio  of  the  gross  receipts  in  each  pa- 
rish : — 

Held,  that,  the  rateable  value  of  the 
entire  works  having  been  correctly  as- 
certained by  finding  the  net  estimated 
rental  at  which  they  would  let  to  a 
tenant  under  a  lease,  the  principle  on 
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which  such  rateablevalueistobedivided 
amongst  the  different  parishes  is  as 
follows : — ^The  first  class  is  to  be  rated 
in  the  ordinary  way  by  valuing  the 
land  with  the  buildings  and  fixtures 
thereon,  and  distributing  the  amount 
amongst  the  parishes  in  which  the 
parts  of  this  class  of  works  are  situate, 
according  to  their  value  in  each  parish. 

This  amount  being  deducted  from 
the  rateable  value  of  the  entire  works, 
the  residue  is  the  rateable  value  of  the 
second  class ;  and  this  residue  is  to  be 
apportioned  amongst  the  parishes  in 
which  the  parts  of  this  class  of  works 
are  situate.  Such  apportionment  is 
to  be  made  according  to  the  rent  which 
might  be  expected,  if  the  parts  of  this 
class  of  works  situate  in  each  parish 
were  let  separately.  The  net  profits 
in  each  parish  would  furnish  the  best, 
but  the  gross  receipts  fiimish  the  most 
convenient  criterion  of  such  rent  where 
the  ratios  exist  which  are  found  in  the 
present  case,  and  where  the  total  ex- 
pense is  taken  to  be  common  to  the 
whole  apparatus. 

The  outlay  of  capital  in  the  different 
parishes  can  furnish  no  true  criterion, 
since  it  may  have  been  injudiciously 
expended  or  have  become  worthless. 
Begina  v.  MUe  £nd  Old  Town,       13 

(2).  Sdentific  Society  not  eniitl'ed  to  Ex' 

emption. 

By  Stat.  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  63,  (an  Act  to 
exempt  from  rateability  land  and  build- 
ings occupied  by  scientific  or  literary 
societies),  the  purpose  of  the  society, 
the  contributions,  the  absence  of  pro- 
fits, the  law  of  such  society  against  di- 
vidends, and  the  certificate,  are  condi- 
tions in  equal  degree  to  the.  right  of 
exemption ;  and  the  claim  of  right  may 
be  defeated  on  the  de&ult  of  any  one 
of  the  conditions ;  and  the  presence  of 
one  raises  no  presumption  against  the 
absence  of  any  or  either  of  the  others. 
The  Birmingham  News  Room  Society 
obtained  the  certificate  of  a  barrister, 
as  specified  in  the  first  section,  stating 


tiiat  certain  premises  in  the  occupa- 
tion of  the  Bud  society  were  not  liable 
to  be  rated  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  of 
the  parish  of  Binningham.  There  was 
no  appeal  against  the  certificate  under 
the  sixth  section.  It  appeared  the  total 
receipts  of  the  society  were  exhausted 
by  the  expenses  of  the  establishment; 
but  no  law  of  the  society  existed  pro- 
hibiting any  division  of  profits  among 
its  members : — Held,  that  such  prohi^ 
bitory  law  was  necessary  to  enable  the 
society  to  establish  their  claim  of  ex- 
exmption. 

And  that  the  certificate  was  only  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  claim  of  ex- 
emption, and  not  conclusive  proof  of 
the  right.    Regmay.  FhiUipa,        134 

(3).  Exemption  of  Pcur9on  under  Pri- 
vate Indoswre  Act. 

Under  a  private  inclosure  Act  (qgocv 
Geo.  2)  certain  lands,  which  were  to  be 
inclosed,  were  to  be  charged  with  the 
payment  of  the  yearly  sum  of  90^.  to 
the  rector,  and  the  same  ''was to  be  paid 
and  contributed  free  and  clear  of  and 
from  all  deductions,  de&lcations,  or 
abatements,  for  or  in  respect  of  re- 
prises or  outgoings  whatsoever,  other 
than  and  except  the  land-tax ;"  and  the 
same  was  to  be  ^  in  lieu  and  satisfac- 
tion of  and  in  full  compensation  for  all 
tithes  arising  out  of  the  said  lands :" — 
Hddy  that  the  rector  was  not  rateable 
to  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  respect  of 
such  yearly  sum.      Begirut  v.  ShoM, 

170 

(4).  EeeervoirsqfWcUerHvorksBdteable. 

Under  two  local  Acts  {wi  &  viii  Geo. 
4,  and  wii  k  ix  Vict.),  for  supplying 
with  water  the  town  of  H.,  witiiin  the 
township  of  H.,  the  commissioners 
made  two  reservoirs  in  the  township 
of  L.,  one  for  containing  the  water  for 
the  supply  of  H.,  the  other  as  a  com- 
pensation reservoir  for  preventing  in- 
jury to  certain  owners  and  occupiers 
of  mills  in  L.  By  the  Acts  the  com- 
missioners were  empowered  to  make 
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nservoirs  and  bi'eak  up  the  soil  of  any 
Btreet,  highway,  &Cf  and  also  to  bor- 
row money,  which  was  to  be  applied 
in  the  first  place  to  the  expenses  of 
obtaining  the  Act>  and  all  the  residue 
towards  purchasing  land^&c,  and  mak- 
ing and  completing  the  works,  &c; 
and  they  were  required  to  supply  with 
water  such  of  the  inhabitants  as  would 
pay  12«.  per  annum,  under  a  penalty, 
if  they  could  do  so  without  lessening 
the  supply  to  the  other  tenants,  but 
not  otherwise ;  and  in  case  of  fire  the 
water  might  be  used  without  compen- 
sation, and  a  sufiBcient  quantity  of  wa- 
ter to  water  the  streets  might  be  taken 
on  payment  of  a  small  sum,  if  there 
was  a  sufficient  supply  for  the  other 
tenants: — 

Hddy  that  both  the  reservoirs  were 
rateable  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  L. 
Jiegina  y.  Longwoody  371 

(5).  TdUs  on  Bridget  hmjo  rated, 
A  company  was  empowered  to  con- 
struct a  bridge  across  the  Thames,  to 
purchase  land  to  make  approaches,  and 
to  demand  a  certain  amount  of  toll, 
either  wholly  on  the  bridge  or  on  the 
roads,  or  partly  on  each.  One  moiety 
of  the  bridge  was  in  parish  B.,  and  the 
other  in  parish  H.,  and  the  roads  lead- 
ing to  the  bridge  were  of  greater  ex- 
tent in  B.  than  in  H.  The  whole 
amount  of  toll  was  collected  on  the 
bridge: — Held,  that  the  bridge  being 
the  direct  source  of  rateable  value,  and 
situate  in  equal  moieties  in  the  two 
parishes,  and  the  approaches  indirectly 
conducing  to  produce  that  value,  that 
such  rateable  value  was  to  be  divided 
equally  between  the  two  parishes,  and 
not  in  proportion  to  the  length  of  road 
in  each  parish.  Eegina  v.  Haaimwr- 
mmth  Bridge  Company^  424 

(6).  SdenJtyicSocMea —  VohmUvryCon- 
t/ributuma. 
By  the  rules  of  a  society  called  the  "Bir- 
mingham New  Library,"  instituted  for 
thej>urpose  of  collecting  and  maintain- 
ing a  library,  it  was  provided,  that  each 


person  on  being  admitted  a  member 
should  pay  a  sum  of  two  guineas,  and 
an  annual  sum  of  1/.  in  advance,  for 
the  expenses  of  the  current  year;  that 
the  rights  and  privileges  of  the  mem- 
bers in  the  library  should  only  con- 
tinue so  long  as  the  annual  subscrip- 
tion was  regularly  paid;  that  there 
should  not  be  any  dividend,  gift,  divi- 
sion, or  bonus  in  money  among  its 
members;  and  that  each  member 
might  transfer  his  property  in  the  li- 
brary to  any  person  who  should  sub- 
mit to  the  laws  of  the  society : — Heldy 
first,  that  the  society  was  instituted 
for  the  purpose  of  literature  exclu- 
sively, within  the  meaning  of  the  stat. 

6  &  7  Vict.  c.  36,  s.  1,  and  therefore 
that  the  lands  <S^c.,  belonging  to  it  were 
exempt  from  rateability. 

Uddy  secondly,  that,  as  the  contri- 
bution made  by  each  member  was 
commenced  and  continued  of  his  own 
free  choice,  and  might  be  witlidrawn 
at  any  time  without  subjecting  him 
to  any  legal  liability  or  forfeiture,  ex- 
cept that  of  being  deprived  of  the  be- 
nefit of  the  library,  the  society  was 
supported  by  annual  voluntary  con- 
tributions, within  the  meaning  of  the 
said  statute. 

The  premises  occupied  by  this  so- 
ciety were  situate  in  the  parish  of 
Birmingham;  the  certificate  of  the 
barrister  was  obtained  and  filed  pur- 
suant to  the  statute ;  the  premises 
were  afterwards  rated,  and  the  society 
did  not  appeal  to  the  sessions : — Held, 
that  the  society  not  having  appealed, 
the  payment  of  the  rate  could  not  be 
resisted.  Regina  v.  Jttsticee  of  Bir- 
mingham, 445 

(7).  ScienMfic  Society/,  when  not  exempt. 

A  society,  originaUy  instituted  ex- 
clusively for  the  purposes  of  science 
and  the  fine  arts,  and  so  certified  pur- 
suant to  the  statute,  forfeits  its  ex- 
emption from  contribution  to  local 
and  parochial  taxation,  under  the  6  k 

7  Vict.  c.  36,  where  it  lets  out  par- 
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tions  of  its  premises  for  public  poli- 
tical meetings  and  private  exhibitions, 
for  admission  to  which  money  is  taken 
at  the  doors,  even  though  the  proceeds 
of  such  letting  are  devoted  to  the  pur- 
poses of  the  society^  and  no  dividend 
is  declared  out  of  the  rent  paid  on  such 
occasions.     Purvis  v.  Trail  459 

(8).  Literary  Society — Beneficial 
Occupation, 

The  Baptist  Missionary  Society  was 
assessed  to  a  poor-rate,  in  respect  of 
certain  buildings,  comprising  various 
apartments  occupied  for  the  purpose 
of  conducting  the  affairs  of  the  insti- 
tution. The  Society  was  established 
for  the  purpose  of  sending  out  and 
supporting  missionaries  to  convert  the 
heathen,  and  is  supported  entirely  by 
voluntary  contributions,  except  a  sum 
of  20,000Z.,  the  interest  of  which  is 
devoted  to  the  support  of  widows 
and  orphans  of  missionaries  dying 
abroad,  and  no  member  derives  any 
])rivate  advantage  from  the  Society. 
A  secretary,  and  several  clerks,  are 
employed  by  the  Society,"  some  of 
whom  live  in  a  small  house  immedi- 
ately adjoining  the  building.  Reports, 
and  other  periodical  works  of  the  So- 
ciety, are  printed  for  the  use  of  the 
members,  and  sold  when  applied  for, 
and  the  proceeds  carried  to  the  credit 
of  the  Society,  but  do  not  cover  the 
original  cost.  Two  other  Societies, 
supported  in  the  same  way,  and  deriv- 
ing no  private  benefit  from  the  occu- 
pation of  these  premises,  occupy  B6me 
part  of  this  building,  for  the  purpose 
of  holding  their  meetings,  &c.,  for 
which  they  pay  a  certain  sum  to  this 
Society,  which  is  expended  in  lighting 
and  cleaning  the  said  building: — 

Held,  tliat  there  was  a  beneficial  oc- 
cupation, and  that  the  Society  were 
rateable  to  the  relief  of  the  poor. 

Held,  also,  that  the  occupation  of 
premises  by  persons,  merely  for  the 
purpose  of  infiising  religious  instruc- 
tion, would  not,  on  that  account,  be 


exempt  from  rateability  to  the  re- 
lief of  thQ  poor  in  respect  of  them. 
Regina  v.  Baptist  Missiovianry  Society 

555 

(9).  Appeal  to  Special  Sessions — See 

Notice,  (1). 

(10).  Separate  Bale  for  District  in 

Fa/nsh — See  Parish,  (1). 

PRACTICE. 

(1),  Appeal,  ErAry  of,  hy  proper 
Parties. 

An  order  for  the  repayment  of  the 
expenses  of  maintaining  a  pauper  lu- 
natic, was  directed  to'the  treasurer  of 
the  guardians  of  the  union  of  Market 
Bosworth.  Against  this  order  the 
churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the 
parish  of  Market  Bosworth  appealed 
but  their  appeal  was  entered  at  the 
sessions  by  the  clerk  of  the  peace  as 
an  appeal  by.  the  guardians  of  the 
union>  and  respited.  Notice  of  trial 
for  the  following  sessions  was  given 
on  behalf  of  the  churchwardens  and 
overseers. 

When  the  appeal  was  called  on,  the 
sessions  refused  to  hear  the  church- 
wardens and  overseers^  because  the 
appeal  did  not  appear  in  the  minute- 
book  to  have  been  entered  on  their 
behalf,  and  a  mandamus  from  thi» 
Court  to  compel  the  sessions  to  hear 
was  refused.  Regina  v.  Justices  of 
Leicestershire,  1 

(2).  Copies  (f  all  Bxaminations  must 

oe  sent. 

Copies  of  all  the  examinations  takem 
and  of  all  documents  received  by  re^ 
moving  justices,  touching  the  settle-^' 
ment  of  a  pauper,  must  be  sent  with  a 
copy  of  the  oider  to  the  appellants. 

Where  an  examination  set  up  tw» 
grounds  of  removal,  one  by  hiring  and 
service  and  the  otiier  by  a  previous 
order  of  removal  unappealed  against, 
but  a  copy  of  this  previous  order  was 
not  sent  with  the  other  examinations: 
— Held,  that  the  respondents  were 
precluded  from  going  into  proof  o€ 
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either  ground  of  settlement.     Regina 
V.  Mylor,  32 

(3).  Affidavit — Conviction — Eocdae, 
Where  it  appeared  from  the  affida- 
vits on  which  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside 
a  conviction  was  granted,  that  such 
conviction  had  been  obtained  in  pur- 
suance of  a  conspiracy,  and  these  affi- 
davits were  unanswered,  this  Court  will 
make  the  rule  absolute  in  the  exercise 
of  its  jurisdiction  over  all  criminal 
proceedings  in  an  inferior  court,  al- 
though the  Court  of  Exchequer  may 
also  have  jurisdiction  by  statute  over 
the  subject-matter. 

Where,  therefore,  a  maltster  had 
fraudulently  procured  a  conviction 
against  his  workman  for  maliciously 
doing  certain  things  prohibited  by  the 
excise  laws,  with  intent  to  injure  his 
master,  under  7  <k  8  Geo.  4,  c.  52,  s. 
46,  and  had  obtained  a  certificate  un- 
der that  section,  this  Court  set  aside 
the  conviction,  although  the  party 
convicted  was  not  made  a  party  to  the 
rule,  and  although  in  such  case  it  is 
expressly  provided,  by  7  &  8  Geo.  4. 
c.  53,  s.  79,  that  a  writ  of  certiorari 
may  issue  out  of  the  Court  of  Exche- 
quer.    Reginob  v.  GiUya/rd,  207 

(4).  Rvle  of  Sessions. 
A  rule  of  practice  of  a  court  of  quar- 
ter sessions,  that  whenever  an  appeal 
against  an  order  of  removal  shall  be 
entered  and  respited,  due  notice  there- 
of shall  be  given  by  the  appellant  to 
the  respondent  parish,  is  void;  and 
where  Uie  court  of  quarter  sessions  had 
dismissed  an  appeal  for  want  of  such 
notice,  this  Court  granted  a  mandamus 
to  them,  to  enter  continuances  and  hear 
the  appeal.  Regina  v.  Justices  ofSti/r- 
rey,  531 

(5).  Lunatic — Notice  of  Appeal, 
The  provisions  of  the  stat.  11  <&  12 
Vict.  c.  31,  as  far  as  they  are  applica- 
ble, extend  to  appeals  against  orders 
of  maintenance,  in  the  case  of  pauper 
lunatics,  imder  the  stat.  8  <!^  9  Vict, 
c.  126. 


Where  an  order  of  maintenance, 
which  also  adjudicated  the  settlement 
of  a  pauper  lunatic  to  be  in  P.  was 
made  on  the  6th  of  October,  1848,  and 
on  the  following  day,  a  duplicate  of 
the  order,  with  copy  of  certificate  of 
chargeability,  notice  of  chargeability, 
and  statement  of  the  particulars  of  the 
lunatic's  settlement,  were  served  on 
one  of  the  overseers  of  P. ;  on  the  19th, 
the  attornies  for  P.  applied  for  copies 
of  the  depositions  on  which  the  said 
order  was  made,  which  were  furnished 
on  the  25th  of  October:  at  the  January 
sessions,  1849,  the  appellants,  not  hav- 
ing given  any  notice  of  appeal,  applied 
to  enter  and  respite  an  appeal  against 
the  said  order,  which  was  refused,  on 
the  ground  that  no  notice  of  appeal 
had  been  given  in  conformitv  with  the 
stat.  11  <fe  12  Vict.  c.  31,  s.'9:— 

Heldy  that  the  sessions  were  right. 
Regina,  v.  Justices  of  Gh/morgamshire^ 

535 

(6).  Ruk  under  11  ^  12  Vict.  c.  44, 
7U)t  proper  Remedy  to  try  Validity 
of  Exemjytionfrom  Rate. 

A  rule  under  the  stat.  11  &  12  Vict, 
c.  44,  is  not  the  pro[)er  remedy  to  try 
the  validity  of  an  exemption  from  the 
highway  rate.     Regina  v.  Justices  of 
Shropshire,  641,  n. 

(7).  Time  unthin  which  Application 
may  he  made  to  quash  Cerdorani. 

Where  a  case  had  been  reserved  at 
sessions,  held  June,  18^8,  and  the  cer- 
tiorari to  remove  the  case  into  this 
Court  issued  in  December j  1848,  upon 
an  affidavit  of  service  of  notice  upon 
two  of  the  justices  by  whom  the  order 
of  sessions  had  been  made,  and  a  rule 
nisi  for  quashing  the  order  of  sessions 
was  obtained  in  Easter  Term,  1849, 
(May  8),  and  the  return  to  the  certio- 
rari was  made  nearly  at  the  same 
time: — 

Hddy  that  application  to  quash  the 
certiorari  might  be  made  upon  affida- 
vits shewing  that  no  notice  jhad  been 
given  to  two  justices  hefpre  whom  the 
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appeal  was  heard,  aa  stated  in  the  affi- 
davit oD  which  the  writ  was  granted; 
but  that  such  application^  made  in 
Micliaehna.4  Term,  1849,  was  too  hite. 
RegiTui  V.  Basirigstoke,  693 

(8).  Potver  of  Sessums  to  Respite  Judg- 

merU — See  Sessions  (1). 

(9).  ProdvuAion  of  Order  o/"  Remowd 

See  Sessions  (5). 

(10)  Power  of  Justices  to  hear  Second 
AppliccUion  for  order  m  Bastardy 
— See  Bastabd  (8). 

(11)  Rate — Omission  to  Appeal — Ex- 
emption from  Rate  camrwi  be  Claim- 
ed— See  Highways  (3). 

RECEIVER, 

(1).  Indictment,  Form  qf—Jtuigment 

arrested. 

At  the  quarter  sessions  for  the 
county  of  Dorset,  a  receiver  of  stolen 
property  was  tried  on  the  same  in- 
dictment with  the  principals,  and  all 
found  guilty.  The  seventh  count,  on 
which  the  receiver  was  convicted,  al- 
leged the  receipt  of  the  property  to 
be  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  but  re- 
ferred to  the  count  on  which  the  prin- 
cipals were  convicted,  in  the  following 
words:  "  Being  the  same  property  as 
is  mentioned  in  the  fifth  count  of  this 
indictment,  before  then  feloniously 
stolen  and  carried  away." — 

Ileldf  that  the  Court  has  power  un- 
der the  Stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  78,  s.  2, 
to  hear  questions  reserved  in  arrest  of 
judgment. 

Ileld,  also,  that  the  indictment  was 
bad  in  arrest  of  judgment,  because  no 
jurisdiction  to  try  in  the  county  of 
Dorset  appeared  on  the  face  of  the  in- 
dictment; and  that  such  defect  was 
not  cured  by  the  stat.  11  &  12  Vici 
c.  46.     Regina  v.  Martin^  576 

(2).  Indictment  not  supported  by  Evi- 
dence— Married  Woman  receiving 
from  HiLsba/nd, 

An  indictment  for  receiving  goods 
knowing  them  to  have  been  stolen,  is 
not  supported  without  proof  that  the 
goods  came,  actually  or  potentially, 


into  the  posBeasion  of  the  prisoner. 
Where,  therefore,  it  was  proved  that 
the  prisoner  (a  married  woman)  went 
to  a  coadi-offioe,  and  claimed  a  box 
which  had  been  sent  there  by  her  hus- 
band, fiill  of  stolen  goods,  but  she  was 
taken  into  custody  before  the  box  was 
given  to  her: — 

Hddy  that  she  had  never  in  fact  re- 
ceived them,  and  that  the  conviction 
was  wrong. 

Qucere,  whether  a  married  woman 
can  be  convicted  of  receiving  stolen 
goods  from  her  husband,  she  knowing 
that  they  were  stolen.  Regina  v. 
HiU,  648 

RESIDENCE. 

(1).  Removability  under  the  ^  k  \0 
Vict.  c.  66, 
A  pauper  had  resided  for  ten  years 
next  before  the  passing  of  the  9  &  10 
Vict.  c.  66  (26th  August,  1846),  in 
parish  H.,  but  he  had  been  in  receipt 
of  parish  relief  during  the  greater  part 
of  1844: — Held,  that  he  was  never- 
theless irremovable.  Regina  v.  Har- 
row on  the  HUl,  232 

(2).  As  Wife  and  Widou> — Appeal. 

On  appeal  against  an  order,  made 
before  the  passing  <^  the  stat.  9  &  10 
Vict.  c.  66,  for  t£e  removal  of  a  fe- 
male pauper,  who  had  resided  partly 
as  wife  and  partly  as  widow  in  the  re- 
spondent parish  for  more  than  five 
years  previous  to  the  application  for 
the  warrant,  but  which  order  had 
never  been  carried  into  effect  by  ac- 
tual removal: — Held,  that  residenoe 
as  wife  would  coalesce  with  residenee 
as  widow,  and  make  the  pauper  irre- 
movable. 

Held,  also,  that  such  irremovability 
did  not  create  a  ground  of  appeal 
against  such  order.  Regina  v.  Olos- 
sop,  256 

(3).    Irremovability  good  Oraund  of 

Appeal, 
Stat.  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66,  s.  2,  enacts, 
that  ^  no  woman  residing  in  any  p«- 
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rUh  vrith  ber  husband  at  the  time  of 
his  death  shall  be  removed,  nor  shall 
anj  warrant  be  granted  for  her  re* 
moval  from  such  parish  for  twelve  ca* 
lendar  months  next  after  his  death,  if 
she  continue  a  widow."  The  Act 
came  into  (operation  26th  August^ 
1846: — Hddy  that  though  an  order 
fcur  the  removal  of  a  pauper  widow, 
made  before  the  passing  of  the  Act» 
was  a  valid  order,  yet  the  Act  ren- 
dered the  pauper  irremovable  under 
it,  and,  the  pauper  having  been  re- 
moved under  it  after  the  passing  of 
the  Act,  that  such  irremovability  was 
a  good  ground  of  appeal  against  the 
order.  Re^rui  v.  St  M<Mry^  WhUe- 
duvpd,  262 

(4).  Disruption  of- — ExamiruUions — 
Order  wnappealed  against, 

A  pauper,  who  had  resided  in  H. 
for  eleven  years  prior  to  to  the  25th 
January  1845,  on  that  day  became 
chargeable,  and  was  removed  to  A. 
under  an  order  of  removal,  which  was 
unappealed  against.  She  had  a  cot-' 
tage  in  H.  in  which  she  left  her  fur- 
niture, and  retained  the  key.  She 
remained  in  A.  for  nineteen  days, 
during  which  time  she  was  relieved 
by  that  parish.  She  then  returned 
to  H.  and  took  possession  of  her  cot- 
tage. She  continued  to  receive  re- 
lief from  A.  until  the  4th  November, 
1846,  when  she  again  became  charge- 
able to  H.,  and  was  removed  by  an 
order  dated  12th  December,  1846,  to 
A.: — Held,  that  the  removal  to  A. 
under  the  first  order  was  a  disruption 
of  the  residence  and  inhabitancy,  and 
that  the  pauper  was  not  rendered  ir- 
removable by  Stat  9  <k  10  Vict.  c.  66, 
s.  1. 

Hdd^  also,  that  the  examinations 
need  not  negative  that  the  charge- 
ability  was  occasioned  by  sickness  or 
accident. 

Heldy  also,  that  an  order  of  removal 
unappealed  against  is  not  bad  be- 
cause it  does  not  state  the  place  where 
it  was  made.   Be^rni  v.  Halifimy  268 


(5).  Removal  oonstUutee  Break. 

The  removal  of  a  pauper  from  one 
parish  to  another,  under  an  order  of 
removal,  constitutes  a  break  in  the 
continuity  of  residence  under  the  9  & 
10  Vict.  c.  66.    Regina  v.  Seend,  276 

(6).  Gonfrnement  in  Prison  out  of 
Parish, 

Where  there  has  been  a  residence 
by  the  pauper  out  of  the  parish  seek- 
ing to  remove  him  during  any  part  of 
the  five  years  next  preceding  the  ap- 
lication  for  his  removal,  the  enacting 
part  of  the  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66,  s.  1, 
does  not  apply,  the  residence  is  defi- 
cient; and  the  excepting  proviso  does 
not  supply  the  deficiency,  although 
the  pauper  may  be  within  the  terms  of 
it. 

Where  a  pauper  had  resided  for 
thirteen  years  in  a  parish  previous  to 
an  application  for  his  removal  (July 
29,  1846),  with  the  exception  of  fif- 
teen months  in  the  years  1843  and 
1844,  during  which  he  was  confined 
in  a  prison  situate  out  of  the  parish : 
— Hdd,  that  he  was  removable.  Rs" 
gvna  v.  Sal/ord,  286 

(7.)  Removability  of  Family  when  de- 

serted. 

The  proviso  at  the  end  of  stat.  9  k 
10  Vict.  c.  66,  s.  1,  applies  only  to 
those  persons  who  are  within  the 
enacting  part  of  the  same  section;  and, 
therefore,  where  a  man  and  his  wife 
and  children  bad  come  into  a  parish  at 
Midsummer,  1846,  and  the  man  de- 
serted them  in  March,  1847,  and  they 
were  removed  to  his  settlement  by  an 
order  dated  29th  April,  1847:— IfeW, 
that  they  were  removable.  Regina  v. 
St.  Ebbsj  (hford,  308 

(8.)  Mamed  Womam.  irremonMe. 

The  Stat.  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66,  s.  1, 
does  not  render  a  married  woman  ir- 
removable, although  she  may  have  re- 
sided five  years  in  the  parish  seeking 
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to  remove  her,  unless  her  husband,  if 
chargeable,  would  have  been  irremov- 
able also.     Begina  v.  FoU  Skriglcyj 

317 

(9).  Rdief—Provi$o  retrospective. 

The  Stat.  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66,  s.  1, 
enacts,  that  no  person  shall  be  remov- 
ed from  a  parish  in  which  such  per- 
son shall  ham  resided  for  five  years. 
A  proviso  in  the  same  section  directs, 
that  the  time  during  which  such  per- 
son shall  he  a  prisoner  shall  be  ex- 
cluded from  the  computation  of  time: 
— Held,  that  the  proviso  had  a  retro- 
spective effect;  and  that  a  pauper  who 
had  resided  in  a  parish  from  1839  till 
the  making  of  the  order  (May,  1847), 
but  from  1843  had  been  receiving  re- 
lief, was  removable.  Begina  v.  Christ- 
church,  320 

(10).  IrremavabUiti/ — Sessions. 

A  man  who  had  resided  in  parish 
A.  more  than  ^re  years  without 
receivingi  relief  previous  to  January, 
1841,  being  out  of  work,  went  in  that 
month  to  parish  B.,  in  which  his  Set- 
tlement was,  to  procure  either  work 
or  relief;  he  was  employed  by  the 
overseer  of  B.  for  six  or  seven  weeks, 
and  during  that  time  Uved  in  the 
workhouse  there :  he  was  paid  wages 
for  the  work  he  did,  and  then  returned 
to  his  wife  and  family,  whom  he  had 
left  in  lodgings  in  A. ;  he  resided  there 
for  about  a  year,  and  then  obtained  re- 
lief first  from  the  appellant  and  after- 
wards from  the  respondent  parish,  and 
continued  to  do  so  until  the  date  of 
the  order,  1st  March,  1846. 

Held,  that  he  was  irremovable  from 
A.under9&10Vict.  c.  66. 

Eeldy  also,  the  sessions  ought  to  de- 
termine the  question  of  animus  rCver- 
tendi  as  a  question  of  &ct.  Begina  v. 
Taoolnestane,  353 

(11).  Inoorporaiicn  of  Parishes  under 
Local  Act. 
By  a  local  Act  (1  &  2  Will,  c  ;i)  the 


governor,  deputy-governor,  and  guar- 
dians of  the  poor  of  the  city  and  county 
of  Norwich  and  liberties  of  the  same, 
were  incorporated.  By  sect.  29  of  the 
said  act,  the  corporation  were  to  have 
the  care  of  the  poor.  By  sect.  31, 
they  were  invested  with  all  the  pow- 
ers and  authorities  of  churchwanlens 
and  overseers  in  all  cases  touching  the 
apprenticing,  maintenance,  relief,  ma- 
nagement, removal,  or  employment  of 
the  poor,  and  were  empowered  to  in- 
stitute and  defend  any  appeal  against 
any  rate  or  any  order  of  removal.  By 
sect.  32,  justices  were  empowered  to 
proceed  on  the  complaint  of  the  cor- 
poration in  all  cases  in  which  they 
might  proceed  on  the  complaint  of 
any  churchwarden  or  overseer  of  any 
of  the  parishes.  By  sect  34,  they 
were  authorised  to  assess  and  appor- 
tion the  share  to  be  paid  by  each  pa- 
rish, and  by  sect  36,  the  corporation, 
in  calculating  the  proportion  to  be 
raised  by  the  several  parishes,  were  to 
calculate  the  same  upon  the  whole  an- 
nual value  of  the  messuages,  <!^c.,  in 
the  city. 

The  corporation  applied  for  an  or- 
der for  the  removal  of  a  pauper  from 
the  parish  of  St.  S.,  in  the  city  of  Nor- 
wich, to  a  parish  out  of  the  said  city. 
The  pauper  had  resided  two  years 
next  before  the  application  for  the 
order  in  the  parish  of  St  S.,  and  for 
twenty  years  immediately  preceding, 
in  the  hamlet  of  H.,  in 'the  said  city: 
— Heldf  that  Norwich  b  a  city  main- 
taining its  own  poor,  and  is,  there- 
fore, a  parish  within  the  109th  section 
of  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76;  and  as  this 
statute  is  incorporated  in  stat  9  dc  10 
Vict.  c.  66 y  that  the  pauper  was  ren- 
dered irremovable  by  the  latter  sta- 
tute.    Begina  v.  Fomoett  St.  Maryy 

477 

(12).  LamaJtM  —  Jwrisdidion  of  Jvis- 

ti4XS. 

Where  a  pauper  had  resided  more 
than  five  years  in  a  parish,  and,  on 
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becoming  lunatic,  was  removed  to  an 
asylum  in  another  parish : — 

Eddy  that  two  justices  might  make 
orders  adjudicating  her  settlement  and 
maintenance,  under  sections  58  and 
62  of  Stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  126.  Re- 
gma  v.  Leaden  Boothmg,  525 

(13).  Break  m  Residence — See  Luna- 
.    TIC  (5). 

SCIENTIFIC  SOCIETY. 

(1).  Exempdion  from  EcUeability  not 
allowed — Ba/rrigter's  CertUwate — See 
Poor  Rate  (2). 
(2).  Must  Appealf  though  Exempt — 

See  PoGE  Rate  (6). 

(3}.  When  not  exempt  from  Raleabi- 

lUy — See  Pooe  Rate  (7). 

SCIENTIFIC  AND  LITERARY 
SOCIETY. 

Bemfmcd  OccupcUion — See  PooB 
Rate  (8). 

SESSIONAL  DIVISION. 
Description  of— See  Bastard,  (4). 

SESSIONS. 
(1).  Power  to  respite  Judgment. 

Indictment  for  misdemeanor  at  the 
quarter  sessions;  defendant  pleaded 
guilty — and  was  bound  by  recogni- 
zances to  appear  for  judgment  at  the 
next  quarter  sessions ;  and  judgment 
was  respited.  At  the  next  April  ses- 
sions judgment  was  further  respited 
till  the  June  sessions,  when  judgment 
was  given,  and  defendant  sentenced  to 
be  fined  and  imprisoned.  On  error 
brought: — Held,  that  a  court  of  quarter 
sessions  has  power  to  respite  cases 
from  one  session  to  another. 

The  record  stated  that  at  the  first 
session  "it  was  considered  and  ad- 
judged that  the  defendant  do  enter 
into  recognizances  to  appear,"  &c : — 
Held,  that  these  words  did  not  give 
the  order  the  effect  of  a  judgment,  so 
as  to  oust  the  sessions  of  their  juris- 
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diction  to  give  judgment  at  the  sub- 
sequent sessions.   Eeen  v.  Regvnct,  25 

(2),  Appeal — Foioer  to  Respite — Man- 

dam/us. 

An  appeal  against  an  order  of  re- 
moval was  entered  and  respited  at  the 
Michaelmas  sessions,  1846.  At  the 
next  January  sessions,  no  notice  or 
grounds  of  appeal  having  been  g^ven, 
the  appellant  applied  for  a  fiirther  re- 
spite of  the  appeal  on  affidavits  stating 
facts  which  shewed  that  they  had  been 
unable  to  give  notice  of  appeal  in  time 
for  those  sessions.  The  respondents, 
objected  to  this  on  the  ground  that  no 
notice  or  grounds  of  appeal  had  been 
given,  but  the  sessions  respited  the  ap- 
peal to  the  next  Easter  sessions  "with- 
out prejudice  to  the  right  of  the  re- 
spondents to  renew  their  objection 
then."  At  the  Easter  sessions  the  re- 
spondents did  renew  their  objection^ 
and  the  justices  refused  to  hear  the 
appeal,  on  the  ground  that  the  sessions 
an  January  had  no  power  to  respite : 
— Held,  that  the  January  sessions 
clearly  had  the  power  to  respite  the 
appeal,  and  had  thought  proper  to  ex- 
ercise it;  and,  the  Easter  sessions  hav- 
ing refused  to  hear  the  appeal  on  the 
ground  that  the  January  sessions  had 
no  such  power,  the  Court  granted  a 
mandamus.  Regina  v.  Justices  o/Lam.- 
cashire,  37 

(3).  Appeal,  a^om^meni  qfJudgmffnJt 
in — Costs, 

Statute  9  Geo.  4,  c  61,  (the  Gene- 
ral Licensing  Act),  by  sect.  27  gives 
to  any  person  aggrieved  a  right  of  ap- 
peal '^  to  the  next  general  or  quarter 
sessions  of  the  peace  holden  for  the 
county  or  place,  &c.,  unless  such  ses- 
sion shaU  be  holden  within  twelve 
days  next  after  such  act  shall  have 
been  done,  and,  in  that  case,  to  the 
next  subsequent  session  holden  as 
aforesaid,  and  not  afterwards."  An 
appeal  against  a  refusal  of  justices  to 
grant  a  license  was  heard  at  the  ses- 
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aioQB  specified  by  tibe  statute  and  was 
diamiaiBd  wiih  costs;  but  in  order 
that  the  amount  of  such  costs  might 
be  ascertained,  tiie  Court  adjourned 
the  appeal  to  the  following  sessions: 
-»HMy  that  the  statute  had  spediied 
the  particular  seasions  at  which  the 
appeal  should  be  heard,  and  that  such 
sessions  had  no  power  of  adjourning 
the  appeal,  in  order  that  the  amount 
of  costs  might  be  ascertained.  Regina 
Y.Belton,  77 

(4).  NcUce  qf  Appeal,  from  what  time 
reckoned — Highioay  Act. 

Where  quarter  sessions  are  regularly 
held  on  certain  fixed  days  at  certain 
places  in  difierent  diyisions  of  a  coun- 
ty, and  in  each  division  (except  the 
first),  by  adjournment  from  the  pre- 
ceding^ the  ten  days*  notice  of  appeal 
i^fainst  a  certificate  for  stopping  up  a 
highway  imder  5  k%  Will.  4,  c.  50, 
8.  88,  is  to  be  reckoned  with  reference 
to  the  first  day  of  the  sessions  held  in 
the  first  of  sudi  divisions,  though  the 
highway  is  not  situate  within  such  first 
division.  Begina  v.  Justices  qf  Suffolk, 

146 

{5).  Right  <jf  Appeal — Practice. 

Where  the  court  of  quarter  sessions 
dismissed  an  appeal  against  an  order 
of  removal,  on  the  ground  that  the  ap- 
pellants had  not  produced  the  original 
order  of  removal,  nor  given  notice  to 
produce  it,  as  required  by  the  practice 
of  the  sessions;  and  the  appellants  ap- 
pealed again  on  the  actual  removal  of 
the  pauper,  but  the  sessions  refused  to 
hear  it : — JB[eld,  tbat  the  sessions  were 
right  in  dismissing  the  first  appeal, 
and  that  no  new  right  of  app^  ac- 
crued after  the  actual  removal.  Begina 
V.  Justices  qf  Peterborough^  365 

(6).  Jwrisdidtion  to  hold  Quarter  Ses- 
sions. 

The  jurisdiction  of  a  recorder  of  a 
borough  is  not  determined  or  suspend- 
ed by  the  arrival  of  the  judges  of  as- 
sise in  the  same  county ;  and  the  rule 


af^es  equally  to  the  jurisdidaon  of 
county  justices  of  the  peace;  liiere- 
fore,  general  quarter  sessions  of  the 
peace,  for  a  borough  or  county,  may 
be  held  concurrently  with  assizes  in 
the  same  county,  though  it  would  be 
highly  inconvenient  to  do  so.  SmM 
V.  Begina,  {In  Error),  564 

(7).  Finding  of,  when  Conclusive — 
See  ExAMiKATiONS  a^id  Gbounds  of 
Appeal,  (3). 

(8).  Must  determine  Fact  qf  Animus 
Bevertendi — See  Besidence,  (10). 

(9).  Judicial-  Notice  of  Petty  Sessional 
Division — See  Bastard,  (4). 

(10).  Jurisdiction  qf  in  Bastardy — 
Second  Application — See  Bastard, 

(5).       • 
(11).  Power  to  inquire  into  Cause  qf 
Belief— See  Order  (j/'Bemoval,  (2). 

(12).  Bule  qf—See  Practice,  (4). 

SETTLEMENT. 
I.  Apprenticeship. 

(1).  Exa/ininaiions — Jurisdiction   of 
Justices — Statement  qf  in  A  Uouxmce 
for  binding. 

Where  a  township  has  two  overseers 
and  one  churchwarden,  a  binding  of 
an  apprentice  by  the  churchwarden 
and  one  overseer  is  valid,  under  54 
Geo.  3,  c.  107,  s.  1. 

Examinations  in  support  of  an  or- 
der  of  removal  set  out  an  indenture 
of  apprenticeship.  The  indenture  re- 
cited an  order  of  justices  for  the  bind- 
ing, and  the  allowance  at  the  foot  of 
it  was  signed  "J.  N.  C.  and  A.  L., 
justices  y^r  the  Biding  aforesaid,"  (be- 
ing the  same  names  as  those  of  the 
justices  who  were  recited  as  having 
made  the  order  for  the  binding),  but 
the  order  for  binding  was  not  set  out, 
nor  any  statement  made  of  a  search 
for  it: — Held,  1.  Tliat  the  examina- 
tions were  sufficient,  as  the  recital  in 
the  indenture,  certified  by  the  allow- 
ance of  the  justices,  was  primary  evi- 
dence of  the  order  for  binding;  and, 
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2.  Thsi  the  allowaiioe  was  valid  wiih- 
aut  stating  the  justices  to  have  been 
acting  *'  in"  the  Riding,  inasmuch  as 
the  approval  of  the  binding  being  an 
act  personal  to  the  justices  who  make 
an  order  for  it,  the  place  where  the 
allowance  is  signed  is  not  material. 
Begina  v.  Stmi^orth,  63 

(2).  JEvidmce. 

A  pauper  was  removed  on  an  al- 
leged settlement  of  her  husband  by 
apprenticeship,  from  M.  to  T.,  both 
in  the  county  of  Lancaster.  T.  ap- 
pealed, and  on  the  trial  of  the  appeal 
an  indenture  of  apprenticeship,  exe- 
cuted by  the  master,  and  allowed  by 
two  justices  of  the  county  of  York, 
was  produced  out  of  the  chest  of  the 
parish  in  the  county  of  York,  out  of 
which  the  husband  had  been  bound 
into  T. ;  and  it  was  proved  that  he 
served  his  master  as  an  apprentice 
there  for  three  years;  but  no  inden- 
ture executed  by  the  parish  officers 
and  allowed  by  the  justices,  pursuant 
to  Stat  56  Geo.  3,  c  139,  was  proved. 
The  sessions  held,  that  there  was  not 
sufficient  evidence  to  raise  a  presump- 
tion of  the  allowance  of  the  indenture 
by  justices  of  the  county  of  Lancaster, 
and  quashed  the  order: — Held,  that 
this  Court  would  not  interfere  with 
the  decision  of  the  sessions.  Eegvna 
V.  Macdesfidd,  70 

(3.)  AUouxmce  ofJufAHcM — Execution 
qf  Indenture. 

Where  a  poor  child  was  bound  ap- 
prentice by  the  justices  of  a  borough 
to  a  person  residing  in  a  county — 
Held,  that  the  allowance  by  the  jus- 
tices of  the  county  under  56  Qeo.  3, 
c  139,  is  a  judicial  act,  and  that  it 
must  appear  upon  the  fiu^e  of  the  al- 
lowance that  the  justices  were  acting 
"in"  as  well  as  "for"  the  county. 

The  order  for  binding  was  directed 
to  four  overseers  (naming  them)  of  the 
parish  from  which  the  child  was  to  be 


apprenticed: — Held,  that  the  inden- 
ture was  properly  executed  by  two  of 
such  overseers  and  one  churchwarden. 
Regina  v.  Totnesa,  356 

(4.)  JtmsdictionqfJvisdeea — AUow- 
cmoe  of  Indimimre, 

Where  the  order  for  binding  a  poor 
child,  under  56  Geo.  3,  c.  139,  and  the 
indenture  and  the  allowance  were  on 
one  sheet  of  paper,  and  the  allowance 
at  the  foot  of  the  indenture  was  De- 
ferred to  in  the  indenture,  and  also 
purported  to  be  signed  by  the  justices 
before  the  indenture  was  executed  by 
any  of  the  parties — Held,  that  a  refer- 
ence in  the  allowance  by  date,  and  the 
names  of  the  justices  to  the  order  for 
binding,  was  a  compliance  with  the 
requisites  of  the  statute,  as  such  allow- 
ance was  a  part  of  the  indenture. 

The  allowance  was  signed,  "We,  * 
justices,  kc,  in  and  for  the  West  Rid- 
ing, do  hereby  assent  and  sign  our 
allowance:" — Hdd,\h9i  it  sufficiently 
appeared  that  they  were  in  the  West 
Riding  when  they  signed.  Eegina  v. 
Aldbraugh,  486 

II.  BiBTfi. 

Bemoval  of  Children  of  Irish  PcurmU 
to  Birth  Settlement,  when  deserted  by 
Pa/renJts, 

Unemancipated  children  bom  in 
England,  of  Irish  parents,  who  have 
no  settlement  in  England,  the  mother 
being  dead,  and  the  fiftther  haviitg  de- 
serted them,  may  be  removed  to  their 
birth  settlement,  and  cannot,  in  the  ab- 
senee  of  their  father  be  sent  to  Ireland 
under  the  stat  8  4b  9  Vict.  c.  117. 
Regina  v.  AU  Saints,  I>eH>y,         6£I3 

III.  Renting  a  Tenement. 

(1.)  Statement  of  Reqmsitea — See  Ex- 
aminations AND  Grounds  of  Ap- 
peal, (1). 

(2.)  Proof  of  RaiMig — See  Examina 
TiONs  AND  Grounds  op  Appeal,  (4.) 

o  o  o2 


760 


STATUTE& 


STATUTES. 
15  Rick  2,  c.  2     - 
8  Hen.  6,  c.  9. 
43  EUz.  c.  2  -        - 

8   8 
13  &  U  Car.  2,  c.  12 


B.  21 


29 


2,  c.  7 


9&10WilL  3,  c.  11,8.  1 
24  Geo.  2,  c.  44,  a.  6      - 

13 3,  c.  78 

14 y  c.  78,  88.  76,  77 

41 y  c.  cxxvi 

43 y  c.  59     - 

53 ,  c.  127,  8.  7 

54 y  c.  107,  8.  1    - 

56 y  c.  139      - 

4 4,  c  34  . 

7  — ,  c.  cxx^ 

7&8 ^,c29,8.  34 

8.47 
c.  30,  8.  24 
c.  52,  8.  46 
c.  53,  8.  79 

9 4,  c.  31,  8.  27 

c.  61,  8.  27 

10 y  c  56,  8.  27 

1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  11 


page  116 
116 

-  494 
312 

-  519 
494 

-  470 
5 

-  213 
434 

-  394 
634 

-  434 
180 

-  53 
-  356,  486 

99,  246 
519 


3&4 
4<k5 

5&6 


-,  c.  90 

-,  c.  76,  8.  79 

.  8. 109 
-,  c.  50    . 

8.88 

8.113 

c.  76 


.     603 

-  326 
382 

-  207 
207 

-  226 

77 

.     619 

477,  714 

-  507 
143 

-  477 
434 

-  146 
465 

-  494 


c.  76,  88.  81,  109  519 


-,  c.  96,  8.  6    - 


7  Will.  4  A  1  Vict.  c.  36 

c,  78,  8.  31 
2  &  3  Vict  c.  71  . 

3&4 c.  54 

c.  84,  88.  2,  5 
4  <fc  5 c.  59 


96 
414 
634 

84 
473 

84 
303 


5&6 c.  109  -        -    303 

6&7 c.  36,8.  1     -      445,459 

c  63        -        .         134 

7  &  8 c.  101  -     252,  591,  629 

8.  4    -        -     152 

8 c.  10        -        -        500 

8.  3     -        -     723 

8&9 ^,c.  10       -        -        157 

c.  6    -        -        -     152 

c.  87,88.82,83,107  368 

c.  117         -         -    653 

c.  126    -        -  535,  542 

8.  48        -    708 

8.49     -        625 

88.  bSy  62  -     94, 

163,  430,  525, 

610,  683 

9  &  10 ,  c.  66     232,  256,  267, 

353,  418,  542 

c.  66,  8.  1     268,  286, 

308,  317,  320 


lids  12 


12<kl3 


8.2 

-  c.  31,  8.  9 
c43    - 
c.  44 
C.46    - 
c  78 

8.2 

-,  c  45,  8.  7 


262 
535 
470 
641 
575 
326 
575 
663 


SUPERSEDEAS. 
Effitib  of-— See  Bastard  (6). 

SURVEYORS  OF  HIGHWAYS. 
Notice  to — See  Highways  (1). 


•See  Poor 


TOLLS. 

RaJteabUUy  of  on  Bridge 
Rate,  (5). 

WARRANT  OF  DISTRESS. 
See  Distress  Warrant. 


END  OF  VOL.  III. 
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